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Appropriate for secondary school social studies, {his
booklet considers thg dilemmas and choices confronting Americans
concerned with ghe1ipenV1ronment The document contains f:ve
sections. The firstf/section, "The Gross National By—Droduct
discusses the progress that has’ been made in reducing air and water
pollution while the nafion has only begun to confrornt the
environmental problems” caused by other, mbre insjdious forms of
pollution. "Acceptable Risks, Unacceptable Hazar s," covers the
*,difficulties posed by deciding how much risk is acceptable.
-. "Assigning 'Responsibility for a Legacy of Neglect" deals with’ the
' choices that need to be made about who should bear costs for the
cleanup of- abandoned dump sites like Love Canal. "Deciding What to Do
about the Wastes We Produce Today" discusses the lack of consensus
about waste disposal. "Defining an Environmental Ethic," covers the v
need to establish the trade-offs-and priorities necessary to ensure
sometimes conflicting goals, such as a healthy economy and
environmental protection. Two self-administered questlonnalres .
intended for completion before and dt?;r participating in a publie .
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" they cannot be viewed only (from the perspective of partieular interests

Lm

s you begin to read this book from the Domestic-Pohicy Association, you arg joining thousands of -
Americans who are participating. in communities all across the country; in the third scason of the
National Issues Forum. This is a collaborative effort to achieve an ambitious goal - to bring Ameri- ~
cans toguhu every year to address urgent domestic issues. ,

Tlus serics was conceived and organized by the Domestic Rolicy Association; which represents the L8
pooled resources of a ngtionwide netwark of organizations - including libraries and colleges, museums
and membership groups, scrviceyclubs and community dr rganizations. 1t is an effort that has a bp«,cml signil-
icance in an election year. The Domestic Policy Association dpes not advocate any specifi¢ point of view,
lts goal is not to argue the merits of particular solutions, but tosiumulalc debate about what 1s.in the public
integest. ‘The National Issues Forum is not another sympostum for expert opinion, or an occasion for parti- :
san politics. Rather, it provides a forum in which concerned citizens can discuss spccnhc pllbll(. 1ssues, air - -
their differences, think them through, and work toward acceptable solutions, . ’

Each year, the convenors of this nationwide effort choose thre¢ domestic pollcy issues for discus-
sion. This year’s topicszare environmeontal progection, health care costs, and jobs and the jubless. These are
urgent issugs that have been prominent in the news. In cach of these areas new realities have to be faced,
and important choices made” To address them is (o raise serious questiogs about our values and prioritics:
or-pattigan politicsy
There is an issue book like this one for each of the topics. Thehe issue books are intended as a guide
to the debate. T yrovide a menu of choices. Unlike SO many partisp discussions, these menus come
with a price tag Jgched. . !

As the people who have participated ih the National Issues Forum over the past two years know, the
forum process doesn’t begin and end in local mectings. The DPA schedules a series of national meetings
each ygar to convey to clected leaders the views that emerge from these meetings. Onie of those mectings

)

will take place this u)mmg spring at the John F. Kennedy Presidenti ll Library in Boston. The enthusiastic

respdnse ta these forums over: the past two years indicates that leadcfs are interested in your considered .
judgment about these isspes. So that your thoughts and fcclmg,s can be tonveyed in these mcclmgb, we have .
provided an issue ballot at the beginning and end of this book. Befor¢ you begin reading and after you have
attended the forums and given somt thought to the issue, 1 urge you to fill out those ballots and mail them
back to us. -t o .

The Domestic P()ll(.y Association’s goal is to help citizens engage in discussions about what is in the

public interest? As the cdn(or of these issuc books. I'm plcubcd to welfome you to this conimon cffort.

. !

/' ’ .,/ ¢ . b ‘_

KeithMelville. -
y . : Editor-in-Chict- = '
- .+ National Issues Fonum /

)

& . . R .Domestic Policy. Association ' L : )
: g - k1. Far Hills Avenue . T bo- '
Dayton, “on 45429

¢
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1 . n-f - ' . ) . .
. Difficult Choices ahout Environmental Protection -
{ - . ' ", . . o - )
One of the'reasons why people participate in the Notional Issues Forum is_thyt they, want Icﬁdct:.\'; lo know how
' . . » . . ; e ' . ' - : N 'y . A
they feel abouit these issues. The Domestic Policy Association has promised to convey a sense of your thinking
. . . . A\l I - .
on the topic of cnvironmental protection both locally and dt the national level. In order 10 présent your thoughts®
*and feclings about this issuc, we'd like you to fill out this short questionnaire before 'you attend forum megtings
~ (or beéfore you read this issue book. if you buy it elsewhere), and fiother short questionnaire - which appears ag

.

- ~ tWvend of this issue book after the forum (or after you've read this material). ‘3 .
Thesleader at youF local farum will ask you to hand in this ballot at the ¢nd of the forum sessions. If it is
inconvenient to do that, or if you cannot attend the meeting, please send the completed ballot to the DPA in the
attached envelope. In case no envelope is enclosed, you should séhd this ballot to the Domestig Policy Association _
. at 5335 Far Hills Avenue, Dayton, Ohio 45429, A report suntmarizing participants’. views-will be available from .
the ‘DPA next spring. . i o r ) _ ) v o .

- Partk: _ _ \ |

. For cach,item below, check the appropriate box to ihdicate i it is something ) - i
- [ we should do now . . ) . ‘ o / Lo

(] snmclhi?(g, we should nor do under any circumstance , : : , i

o o \ Should  Should
Proposals: ey Do Not Not

lpw ~ Do Sure

v

A. Drawing the line on safety: - ' . f - : . o .

1. Prevent industry from manufacturing praducts until it is known that they are safe '

PRO: n the face of uncépainty, we have to erron CON: Risk is the price of all technological progress;
the side of safety. Many products once believed to ifwe insiston “zefo sk, It will contail innovatio
be safe have turncd out to be dangerous L ' i

2. Require: companics o investsin th%{n"ewcst and most ~cl;§ccnvc pollution control
« technology . & - “ L S ,

-

PRO: Luviconmgental pollution should be limited to - CON: Such requiremeitts wotild be costly in terms
the greatest extent possible ol pricos, jobs, and the ability of American com-
- panics to compete - .

O

3. Ingist on strict enforcement.of environmental standards regardless of its effect on
jobs or profits : , , A P S

'. ) g .
PRO; Public hcalth is a paramoint concern lﬁfu CON: We must strike a balince between tontrotling .
. outweighs all others - o pollution and other nationa) goals such as eco- ’

L nomic prosperity and low myenuylnymcnl ‘ : ) .

B. Assigning responsibility for environmental (lx\;nngcs: s B _ o ’ (

4. Change the laws to make it easicr for those whose health has been damaged by ,
cnvironmental hazards®o be promptly compensated . : - .

. PRO: Victims have a right to prompt compensa- CON: Souany people could make a plausible claim
tion. somcthing that current laws do not provide thut their health has been damaged that the courts? )
would be flooded with litigation: settlemants might L 3

pose an unbearuble burden on some industries ; - _?,‘\-

v
1 L] ' -
e




, ~ . Should  Shogd
_ ¢ . . T . . Do N Not

) . ' ' S Now Do Sure
5. Make (ﬁ.‘, govormmm uo! industry, pay most ol th nosl of Llcamm, up old haz-
+ardous waste dumps ) ‘ _ , ] , y : ,

. Pﬂo Wastes ¢ pengrated by the pmductmn of COM: Corporations that dumped their wastos bene- _
" goods \vhuh we all use R fited most dirgetly. and they. — not the taxpayers , .
. 4
o, ~ showld bear all the cost of cleanup F

a = WV - r A .
A

g 6. l‘\pzm(l the cleanup of hazardous waste dumps, cven if taxes have 10 be rulscd

xuh‘\l.mlmlly for. both corporations and mdmdmﬂs . ‘ . ¢
-

PRO: Clepning up the hazarious waste sites around Cﬂ" Neither orporatiohs nor individuals can af- ” : o
the nagjan requares much mbi money than is cur- furd to pay higher taxes N Vs '
rently devoted to this mxk o

A

X

. 1. Ru]llnrc mdrviduals and corporations to ruyalc hazardous wastes .

. © PRO: The puuku:lmn of these substances poses g - CON: With current !?(hnoloby ugyaﬁng, N bmh . . ,
severe health threat to currentand future generatione unpmmuﬂ and too Expansive : ' .

PR - - i - - e M

. " . . ] ‘ .
. -4
- . 8. Scverely restriet the disposal of hazardous wastes i landfills ) - ' '

PRO: Lafdtills arc intrinsically unsafe and will — CON: Landfills are the cheapest method of dispos- . 3
\ )
. eventually leak . ing of hazardwys wastes and théy are ulso getting ~ 3
L s : ) . - xnfu and xnfu L . . -

A v} oty N - ot e s e s
3

8. Prohibitthe salc of common gon(ls such as pl.\xm gurba;:,L hags and xynthclu fabrics § l e ~_ '

whose pmdmnon g‘uumlwh.\/urdmu wastes , B

. PRO: Alternative products e available and e CON: 1o bm‘l all xmh goods would require major . \
, should use lhun . .- lenng m our Il(cxlylc

e e A+ o aa . am e it 2 1 S v SN [ SV S,

on P}'t " ] x ,. . .- . ' ' o '
Check the appropriglgrbiox to indicate whether you agree or disagree with.cach of these statements. ' ‘
- ?{ - A;.,rce Disagre¢ . Not Sure
10.-We're not doing nearly umilgh as & nation to pmtcc( oursclves o
~ o the environment {rom polluuon ..... L SUPTUI O I ] [}

.

‘ 112 Existing environmental regulations nlm.ady poOSC an unncces- ' .
sarily Lng‘ burdcif on many American industri TS % N L] ]

12. 1 wduld bL wnllmg~m pay more as a luxpayu or consumer to -
. ensure a cleaner and safcr uwuonmcnl ................... (]

o o ”h' ) N 4 . )
Part il : : o - .

Buc'&gl'_()und Questions : B ‘( - IR

\ L

A Y ~

o~ 13 Did you pattiipate in a DPA fosum last ycm (A 15. Which of these age groups arc you. in? _
YCS._ ....................................... L_] ' Ul\llCl IR.......t ... .-t[:]~ \
LN NO - e e , ....... U . _ B0 29 e O oo

14. Did you (ot will you) [)dlllupillt,‘ln DPA fo-.. w0 pereneseeess S U 2

runis on other jopics this ‘pear? . S . v o
Yes ) [7] . 65and over.-...._.‘ ........... v et

. ’ : 4
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The Domestic Policy Association | A T
The Domestic Policy Association is a nonprofit, nonpartisan ' .
association dovoted o raising the level of public”awarenéss and
discussion aboutimportant public issues. It consists of ang- NV )
tionwide network of institutions — colleges and universi(ie;,. Lo -
_ libraries, service clubs, membership groups, and civic organ-  ~ .
. izations «,-."(hm bring citizens together to discuss public issues. _ _
The DPA represents theirgoint efforts to enhance what they . .
alrcady do by working with a.common schedule and common
matcTidls. In addition to convening meetings each fall in hundreds
of communitics in every region of the country, the DPA also S
convenes meetings at which it brings citizens and national lcad- ‘ : ' . /
crs 't"ogc(hcr to discuss these issues and the outcome of com- .
munity forums. . A o ' |
Each year, participating institutions select the topics that o . ’
will be discussedin the Issue Foryms. On behalf of the Do- ‘ ) R A
mestic Policy Association, the Public Agenda Foundation — a - . g -
nonprofit, nonpartisan rescarch ;\nd cducation organization that ’ \
¢ devises and tests new means of taking mnonal issues to the, '
° " public — prepares issue books and dis ussBh guides for use _
) in these forums. The Domestic Policy# Assoummn )vclwmu » ' "
questions about the program, dnd invites individuals and or- ¢
Hm/duons inferested in joining ‘this network to write oy Thc o ‘ !
Domestic Policy Associatipn, 5335 Far Hills Avenue; Duyton : .
Ohio 45429 ( . . ’ :
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Pro;_,mss has been made in led\Jcmg air and water pollutlon But the ) ' % -
' ST © natioris just beginning to confront the environmental problems i
a ' ' C"USCG b)’ other more msn{hous pollutants

o 2 'Acceptable Risks, llqcceptable Hazards o 1

b

A e e e it e o Lt 2 1 et o e e P o o £

) .~ Whatl is atissue in the debate,over the.environment are some basic
questions which — in a slightly different form — we face in our daily
lives. Which risks-can we live with, even if we'd prefer not to?

‘, 3 Assigning f h@ponslbllity for a Legacy of Neglect __Mw 16

_ Aw*ure now that there are thousands of potential Love Canal sites '
! . : across the country, we are beginning to realize what it will cost to ,
' | ‘ ¢lean up-ubandoned dump sites. Choices need to be made about who a
J "« should bear those costs, and how mdnvnduals should be compensated .
Ve ) for damages.
: AN

- C S Deciding What To Do al_mut the@'lastes We Produce Todav 53'

Almost 300 million tons of hazardous wastes are pnoduced each year.
But there is no consensus about ‘where those wastes should go or
what should be done to reduce that amount.

" 5 Defining an Emnmnmental Ethic | of 28 1,

We want a healthy economy and envm)nmcnml pl otculon
inexXpensive goods and high sany standards, plentiful jobs and

>

protection against future hegihazards. The debate over the
env:mnment 15:% a debate aboit {rade-offs and puoum,s

2

S For Further n"%ading ey
A.ckm_'!ledsmem S |
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At a time when matters of environmental policy are promincﬁt
on the public agenda, and when environmental problems rang- ___
ing from acid rain to toxic substances are pwmil{énl in the news,. ',,,
it is casy, 10 loso sight of the fact lym widespread concern for
the environment is fairly recent. The Environmental Protection
: 7 Agency ntself is'jusl 4 years old. T
For ycars, there was hittle regard for the environment. Con-
N sidering the vast expanse of nafure, it hardly sceméd nécessary .
to_think-about ecology or gnvironmental stewaridship. People .
s - ook pride in the productivity ofsmokestack industries without
' paying'much attention to the fact that the smoke pouring out of |
factorics was both ui\plcusmn and unhealthy. The wastes pro-
duced by industrial society — our gross national by:producl —

o — : , "were largely ignored. -
The Gross National - An Emerging Awareness o
| By- prOduct | ‘_ ‘ ; But in the 1960s there was growing concern about pollution

and an cmeg§ing awareness that pature is a houschold which
. . ~ operates according to certain rules. The first of those rules, as
S ' : environmentalists pointed out, is that you can’t simply throw .
\ things oft. Everything must go somewhere. As satirist Tom '
«®  Lehrer put it, “*“What you dump into the bay. they drink for
Junch in San Josc.” .. ,
The second rule of ccology is that everything is connected
o everything else. A dry ccll battery contalning mercury is
manufactured, purchased, used, and-thrown out. But where
docs it go? Firsy, it is placed in a garbage can whose contents -

)

4 Q Progress has been . are collected and taken to an incinerator. There, the mercury:
made in reducing air from the battery is hcated, producing mercugy vapor — a toxic
T and water pollution. , substance emitted by the incincrator stack. That vapor is scat- -
; ~ But the nation is just ' . tered by the wind, and part of'it falls as rain into a fnountain
Co . beginning to confront loke. Bacteria in the lake convert it into methylated mercury,
S the environmental o which is soluble and ingested by the fish. Since it cannot be :
! problems cansed by o * metabolized. the mercury accumulatcs in the fish's organs and < ~
. ! ) .other more insidious ficsh. When the fish is caught and eaten, the mercury is de-
3 : pOlhltﬁﬂtS.?? ~_posited in the organs of thé Tishérman, where it is potentinlty
i o v » harmful. Enjoying his chance o get away to ““unspoiled™ na-
' i ' . ' ture, and his good fortune at having fresh fish for dinner) the -
L N ~ fisherman is unaware that he has just taken a slight yldilionnl
o - ' , o . " risk 1o his health’as part of the price of the convenience of the
. e . flashlight he nsces. T o
. . _ That was Rachel Carson’s point in Silent-Spring, one of
_ ' " . “the most influential books of the 1960s in heightening people’s
- . ' - A L . ' ugarencss of the damage humans are inflicting on the environ-
- , ment. Troubled by the growing threat to thetnvironment posed
e ' v 1 by industriakproducts, she was particularly concerned about the
,"I : - . impact of pesticides. The book paints a vivid picture of the
' ’ . - _ complex process by which DDT works its way up through the
’ ' ’ C food chain in e ver-increasing concentratigns until it proves fatal
l , % _ to birds — and produces a silent spring. 1t was a cautionary 1
, g tale and a warning that, indircctly and inudvsmmfy. we are
' - \ " : )
~ | . 9 | : Al
/ - 4 . v ’ il




poisoning both ourselves and the environment around us.
" We have pat porsonous and biologically potent chemicals

indiscriminately nto the Immls-ogcople fargely ignorant of

their potential for harm,” wrote Ra@e) Carson. **We have sub-
Jected enormous numbers of people to contact with these poi-
sons, withaut their consent and often without their knowledge.
If the Bill of R|bhts contans no blmmnt(\c that a citizen shall

hY
« be sceure against lethal poisons. it is surely only begause our

torgfuthers - despite their considerable wisdom and foresight
— could concetve of no such problem. Thl&xl\ an crfa of spe-

S cialisd, each of whom sees his own prablem, and is unaware -

of the larger frame mlp which it fits. s also angra dominated
by industry, in which the night to make a dollar at whatever cost
15 scldom dmllcngul The |mbltc I8 being asked 1o assume the
risks. The publu anl decide whether it wishes fp continue on
the present road
As a result of the ¢nviroimental activism of the 19605,
‘pc.nplc were startled into the reahization that the balance of na-
ture s precanions. that unwanted substanced cannot simply be
. lhr( w away, that what we do lo the environment will have an
‘on the health and welfare of our bl‘ll\dthl(ll‘L‘ll And
ple began to realize that the most serious pubhc health prob-
lems today result from our technical imgenuity and our con-
sumption patterns: By thic end of that décade many Amcricans

were convineed that pollution -

of thg nation’s scrious problems and wanted snmctlung done
\h()ﬁln .

ngiess on Air and Water l{oliution

The most conspicuous sign that the public had come to regaid

environmental protection as a civil liberty, a guarantee il\wam\

< and expects from the government? was the creation of the En-

wironmental Protection Agency 1970, The EPA's nmnc(uo

. was 1o coordinate cﬂcmvn government action to assure the

pm(cmnn of the environment by abating and Lonuolhng pnl-
hrttion on a systematic basis.”

In 1970, when the first “Earth Day™ mos# ol'

the cnvironmgntal concern focused on conyentional pollutants,

on the quality ol the

was held,

air and water. ¥ hcrc wis good reason o

- \ . o .- .
bg concerned about both of them. In the first few months of its

existence, the EPA caleulated that some 74 million Americans
“were heing exposed to air that did not meet the standards of the
f\cwly amended Clean Air Act.
discouragingly bad. At the time, Y0 percent of the country’s

The nation’s water was also

watersheds were reparted to be pollutei

Throyghout the [970s, substantial progress was made on
conventional pollutants. Irom 1975 on, the EPA reported steady
progress m reducing nnum air pollutants lmludmb carbon mon-

oxide, lead, and sulfur dioxide. In some cities, the | impy ofement

i air quality was quite dramatic. In Portland. Oregon, for ¢x-
ample, the numhcl of days in which air quuluy was considered

ERIC

- R

- s vartous forms — s one

é

B

;-

%

. the present road.”’

’

Credit: AP/Wide Wortd Photos
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““1f the Bill of Rights .
contains np guarantee -
that a citizen shall pe .
secure against lethal S
poisons, it is surely )
only because our .
foreTthers co .
conceive of no sueh
problemi. The publicis '
being asked to assume .
the risks. The public ~
must decide whether it
wishes to continue on

- -
~Rachel Carson. _
Stlent Spring : ' .
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unhcalthy declined from 250 in 1973 to 70 in 1978.
While the nation’s witter was not improving at the same

; eitpid riite as its air, the water quality in many lakes and streams

was getting better. By 1980, fish that had notbeen scen in‘years
were returning to the Potomac, the Ihl(lson and other rivers
that had been seriously poluted.

Hazardous Wastes

As progress has been nmdc on air and water quality, attention
has turned to other environmental threats. The symbols of en-
vitonmental concern have changed — from oil-soaked seagulls
and cities wrapped in industrial smog to Love Canat and Times
Beach. Today, there is growing public apprehension abou( other
pollutants apd particularly about hazardous substances. The

* dangers resulting from spills, Uky landfills, and illegal dump-

ing are both staggering and unknown. Some of the most dulhcull

choices this nation faces on environmental protection are now’ 4

posed by hazardeus wastes. By focusing on hazardous wastes,

LT

DOUBLF- DOUBLE oI AND TROUBL‘C— -
FIRE BURN AND CAULPRON BuBBtf»

TXIC WASTE AND PCBg g
BRING ON HUFFERING AND DISEABE 5
ACID RAIN AND NUCIEAR 8P|LL%>

INFECT ALL WITH ASBORTER 1LL®. -

LEAcu INTO THE LAKE, AND RIVER y

Poigon BAH THE

ufﬂe AND IVER.

SPREAD THI WABTE .
UPON THE LAND,

INTO THE FLESH

OF CHILP AND MAN '

BY THE DAMAGE

MAN HA® DONE,

EOMETHING WICKED
T THIO WAY COMF%

Q\\\\\\\a €N

. e" ;s

as we will throughout this issuc Book, we cgn explore some of

*the-choices posed by a variety of pollu(unlb

. What, exactly, are haziardous wastes) \T‘hLy are lhc by-
products of much of what we consume, the sh\macs WE usC
to keep our cars running, to paint our houses, ( cep ot Cod
from spotling. Over the past 40 years, the chemical industry
has . cxpanded cnormously. DuPonts sloghn"— “bcllel things
for thtte living through chemistry ™ — became the nation’s. A

large market dcv‘t_:lo.%cd: for products that were virtually un-.

v

'BEST COPY AVAILABLE
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known before the %con(l World War, lmludm,g, new pesticides,

solvents, and industrial cleaners. Plastic produus ranging from

table utensils, sandwich wraps, and disposable diapers o plusnc

’,

tubing and industrial vnlvu, are now a part of our everyday *

lives. In the words of one analyst of the chemical industry,
Michacl Brown, “Clicmicals pervade our lives. We brush our

teeth with fluoride compounils, rub on propylenc glycol de-*
odorants. clothe ourselves in rayon and nylon, tatk on plnsllc

phones, walk on sy‘n(hun tiles, live in rooms whose walls are
coated with chemical-laden paints.” "

The problem is that as a by-product of their manufacture
the chemical industry gencrates a greatnany hazardous wastes,
about 70 percent of all such wastes. The rest of those wastes
come from paper mills and textile firms, leather tahnerics and
clectroplaters. :

The EPA defines as hazardous any suhshnu that is ignit-

ublL. corrosive. reactive, or toxic — which is (o say any waste

that if improperly disposed of
human health or the environment. ™ The Code of Federal Reg-
ulations contains a two-and-a-hll page list of hazardous sub-
stances, including carbon tetrachloride, a solvent (and a
suspected 8arcinogen): Curene 442 and Vinyl-Chloride, both
used in the plastic industry (and suspected (0 be carcinogens);
DDT and C-56. insect killers (both acutely taxic); and such
substances as lead and mcrulry which Imvc various uses (and
are also toxic).

Although a precise calculation of the amount of hnmldmls
wasltes produced em,h year is difficult to make, it is ostimated

11 .
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“poscs a substantial hazard to
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that almost 30 million tons of hazardous waste pour out of .

Agerican lnc’mrics vach year =- an amount equivalemt ©© what
would be required to fill the New Or k,.ms Superdome fram Qoor

- o ceiling once a day.

A Legacy of Neglect g
Where do thosg wastes go? For years. many indystries were
quite casval about disposing of. their by-products. Dumping,
rather than waste management. was the order of the day. Wastes
were disposed of in ponds, underground wells, abandoned mine
shatfls, or they were simply dumped in municipal hndfills. Uil
recently.” as Representative Albert Gore wrote in a 1980
Congressional Report, ““land was pergeived o be an awesome
sponge., & resilient reservoir which would readily absorb any
LhCIl\lLdl u)nu)umn that man could brew.” '

* After years of assuming that undesitable wastes coyld sim-
ply be thrown away. ithas become increasingly clear that barrels®

eventually begin to feuk, that*chemicals that were out of .x‘ighls,‘

and mind ate now seeping into the water and our food., affecting
the envitongaent and our health in unsuspected ways. The EPA

reports that 90 percent of the hazardous wastes produged dre »

not disposed of pmpcrly. and that as a result of past neglect
there are at least 22 000 potentially dangerous chomical dump
sites seattered across the country. '

. The evitlence of that neglect has become tm;,lcally obvious
m du/uax of communitics. In Woburn, Massachusctts, for cx-
ample, 11 ¢hildren who hved within a half mile of wells ‘that
were condenmned in 1979 because of chemical contamination
developetd leukemia within a few %urs. In California’s Silicon
Valley. restdents of a tree-lined development called Los Paseos
noticed what seemed o be an unusual number of birth dgfects,
which were later atygghuted ldl chemical cleaning \()l\lg«‘?‘\ that
sceped into Tacal welly from lhc tank of a ncarby.)—clcglrmm.\
firm.

In what became the m(M widcly publicized instance nf

'chumml contamination. residents of a nc;qhbnrhood near- Nl-

chemicals in their bascrments - but also rashest alhygics. and ah
unusuatlly high wcidenec of scrious-illncssf.,ovc Cunal, which

ly evacuated and declared a disdster arca, drew the
wastes,

agara FFalls started, to report not only strange .Igs and cozing *

wis fing
nation’s attention to bazardouy

New Hazards, Harder Choices

aving achieved some suceess in reducing air and water pol-
lution, the nation now faces more subtle and insidioys hazards.
“casy moves™ in combating environmental poltution -~
clforts to contain the most visible forms of pollution — have
alrcady beén taken: The choices facing us now are harder dnes,
for several reasons. The expericnce of the past few years in-
dicates how® costly it is going to be to implement the goals
mphied m@l majorpicees of environmental legislation, Pg)-

v
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“Through thescreation of the **superfund,™
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The EPA’s.-‘Protectlve Umbrella

"Established in 1970, the Environmental Protection Agency
cansolidated the federal govenmment s program against pol-
lution of the air, water, and land. lts main ru;punxlbllmu
fall into five categories.

Protecting Air Quality

The Clean Air Actof 1970 (mmended in 1977) establishes
emission standards for cars and {actorics. The act estab-
lishes specific gouls for different arcas of the country.

Protecting Wa(ér dtnality ,

The Water Pollution Control Act of 1972 was (qugnud to
control discharges into rivers, lakes. and the occan. It re-
quires permits for discharges intg the ocean and fines of up
tor $50,000 for dumping hazardous substances into the
waler. ’ )

Protection Against Pesticides _

- The Federal Tnsecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act of ~

1947 (l"léRA) (updated in 1972 and 1978). requires that
pesticides be registered, applopn.\tcly fabeled. and properly
used. EPA is empowered to ban, cancel 7or suspend the use
of pesticides tnder FIFR A, *

’
Regulating Potentially Hazardous $ub m
The Toxic Jubstance Control Act of 1976 (TS gulalcs
new potentially hazardous substances and requires, chemical
manufacturers to research the possible health and g,nvtron-

mental effects of proposed produgts.
7 , "

Protection Against New Industrial Wastes

In an cffort to prevent the creation of new hazardous dump

sttes, Congress passed the Resource €onservation and Re- -
covery Actof 1976 (RCRA). This act cstablished o list of
lnzardous wastes and requires companies generating these
wastes to label them and disposc of then only through li-
censed facilitics. EPA tssues permits to (raNSPOHeTs, recy.-

- clers, and storage facilities which handle these special

wastes.

‘Protection Against Chemical Waste Dumps

part of the Com-
prehensive Environmental Response, Compensation of Lia-

‘bility Act of 1980 (CERCLA). Congress gave EPA the

power and money to begin cleaning up old waste sites like

‘Love Canal. EPA also has the power, when it can find a re- -

sponsiblc party. to hring suits against conpanices to recover
the cost of cleaning up sites,

1
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“constdered themselves

“done about i, S
'~ Whereas the environmentil debates of a few ycars ug,o

lumm< such as hazardous wastes pose ‘0 particularly difficilt
[)

- unlike air and- water poltution o there i i, : :
\»‘l‘hc firstof these three choicegarises out of the recognition that

pmbkm bedhuse --
much disagreement about thewr health and mvnroml\(,nml ef-
fects, and abbut what feye)s of exposure are potentially har miul.

_ Highty sophns(nuuul scientific tools havg been developed 1)

deteet the presence of even very small t\!\oumlul substances
such as dioxgn. The problem s that, once those substances are
detected, there is littl, agrecment iabout how much diaxin.must

- be prcwnl before it poseg a danger. ) -

If the activism of the 1960s and 1970 rq)rcst.mcd a first
wave of environmental LOI]LGTI\ we are today P quite a different
point in the debate over pollutgnts and protgetion. Garly dc[)mcs
about the cnv_nronmm! werd oz splintered bclwutn those who .

(er

were perectved as “against” AL [Cis easy (o point the tinggr-ol
blmm for environmental pui utton at busmu%. and industry, and

to insist that they must take Steps. o clean it up. But all of us”,

~ consumer and producers alike - are fesponsible for pol-

tution, and we will have to act logﬂuhu if we want something
vy

typically pr oceeded as if the chotee were between pollulmn and
no pollunon, taday’s environmental debate focuses more real-

istically and fruitfully on the wdde-offs required toachicve hlp_Jm

¢ a clepn
yther géods
hve to pay
The

cnvironmental standards. 1t costs somethin

vironment, just as it costs something o have
\wtw(ml If we want a cleancr environment we
for it. directly or indirectly, as consumers o

ayers.
gatas from rakeing gpvironmental standards need to be batanced

against therr costs. N .

Public debate about polllmon and protection is particularly
Amportant now because Congress will be making_an unusual
number of decisions about environniental policy over the next
two years. It will be reexamining and reauthorizing a sertes of
cnvironmental laws - —on such matters as clean air, clean walter,
and the regulation of insccticides. 1t will be pmltculmly con-
cerned with hazardous wastes because three related decisions
have to be made: about the reauthorization of the Re-
.source Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA), the law
duuy\cd to halt the irresponsible Storage and disposal of haz-
ardous wastes: about the **superfund.™ the fand designed to pay
for cleaning up hazardous waste dump sites; and about com-,

pcnxd(mg, victims who claim to be harmed by chemical hazards.

'f some extent, congressional debates will address tech-

mml matters such as the nnportdmc of plclchllll\L industrial
wastes that arc dmhdrgcd mto ‘municipal sewers: These tech-
nical questions about how hcsl to achieve LLlldlﬂ gouls are less
important matters-tor citizens to- understand and debate than the
undLrlymL questions about what we should ke doing. Our pur-

*

“pose in this issue book is to lay out three choices on environ-
mental protection, (o explam their significance, and to present
Cg e geis . . e . o .
different points of vicav on cach of them.

\ o

“for” (fe environment, and those who,

\ that unless many

S TRV YR ' . . =
[N N * . LY ) .
. ° i 1Y

Which Risks Are Acceptable?

theye are dogrecs of risk and degrees of sufety. People disagroe
abowt whm is hazardous. and about the meaning y of ! ‘ndequite™
proluuon
or a ncglg ¢ rtsk is crucially nnpor[;ml ig.discussions about *
the unv:ronmcnt determining what is acceptable, and what is
- fhiglerableYs a judgment that we ‘must make. Scientists can tell
~ us somcihing about the, likelihgod and the severity of the risk
po.,d l?y particular substances, but lhcy cannot lcll us whether
{hat is acceplable. THis §s not an arcanc debate over scmnqﬂc
cvidence but a fundamental pohicy choice.

' There is no real argument ‘about the desirability of pro*
teciing the tovironment. Bul there are definite lhf(urcnccs about
where we \boul(l diaw the line, how cautious we should be in
delining environmental standards. Before deciding wheit that
line should be drawn. we need to balance the rigsks posed by
p:lmcuhr xubstm]ccs ugmnslihcnr benefits. . v T

- We coul@draw the liné on safety standards at cither of tvo
quite different positiops. Some people feclhat, corsidering the
potential hazards posed by muny chemicals, we num choose
as a nation to be extgemely cautious, and to put %! c(mslr'nmﬁ
“on the prdducl'on of any substance éhdl gencratts dnng«,rous
by products e could decide as a matter of hatipnal pohcy
_dc\lrou'. (and the Environmental Protcction
Agency) are able w }Ic(mmm confidently that a sitbstance and”
its by-products arc sgig, that they should be considered haz-
ardous., Pwpic who take this position point out tat while the
- links belw;,cn some 'mvlrommmui hazards and dhcuscf;grc not
entirely clear today. they may become tragically obvious

LOMOITOW. :

Others reply that it is unrcalistic to try to eliminate all nsks’
.Certain risks afc the price we pay for living in a technologically
advanced socicty. Testing requircments abrcady pose an enor-
mous burden on industry. If we go é\'ny-funhcr‘ innovation may
be stifled. Besides. the advantages.of such substances % pes-
ticides — (¢ take just one example from the thousands of prod-

Vhile-the defipition ofwhgl constitutes a s|1,|1|l\u|nl _

ucts we take for granted — far outweigh the potentially hazardous .

by-products.

The posttions on whcne we should dmw (& linc on xuluy
standards arc clerrly defined, and clearly. different. These are
lhc positions that we shall examine regirding the Insl of our

choices, _

.

Who Should Be Resp

+

There is a second issue regarding environmental protection, one-

that members of Congress have been debating -w§ they consider
changes in the “*superfund.’” Itis estimated lhdl there are some
22.000 p()tcmlu"y hazardous dump sites across the country that
“may posc a scrious threat to public health. Clumup efforts are

13
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pmcocding with moncy-fromthe “superfund”™ — a fund lurgely

pad for b) industries thit generate Razardous by-produots, As

‘tlﬂnp cum,ml y stand, individuals who feel that they have been
Imm\u&by chemical (_bnmmmullon have a right to sue wnhln
their own states for (.ompcnxﬂll()n But pronpt C()mpcnxu(mn I\
- by no means assured. i '

As we deal with the tegacy of hazardous dump sitcs, one

choice is (o proceed on dur current px\Lh Some pv,oplc fee] that
current cleanap cforts are, if not Lnllxc?ywubluc(ory, the best
that we can do. And they tcd that individuals who may have
been harmed by chemical conlununauon alrendy have o legal
mechanism lor sceking (ldmubc . .

v Others fee! strongly ﬁhul what we have been doing 3s not
sufficient. They advocate a mart aggressive cleanup campaign,
'zmd a much larger “superfund,.* cven if it IMPOSES Breater Costs
on manufactyrers and taxpayers. They fecl. (oo, ghiit new pry-
celfures shquld be devised o compensate indiyidudls harnicd
by hazardous wu\l(:x cven if those L\[)Ill](' l ri¥hts.fo som-
pcnxumm prave to be qulte costly to Ameplein industries.

What s at ssue here is who shoulll be responsible for
‘bearing the burden of that legacy of hazarifbus wastes which is
buvicd in dump sites across the 'cofmlry.

. What Should W&Do with It?

H our second kh()ltc involves u\xl&,nmg r(:\[)Ollblb“lly for-what
wits done 1n the past. dur third choice has to do with the haz?

~ardous wastes we produge from now on,“which is quite a dnl—

ferent matter. Although, pcople are now well aw*trc of the

potertial hazards of chemical wastes, huge, umounb of these

by-products ar¢ still produced. The p?’oblun is that there is no

consensus about what shou'ldl be done with them. or whether

gew cfforts must be made to reduce the amount of such waste
_that is producedg . ~ .

Landfills provide the cheapest we |y to dispose of hazardous
wastes. In the absence of incentives to use any other method
most industries will probably continue to_usc this expedient,
cven though its virtue -~ the (ncl thatitis velatively inexpensive
—— may translate over time ifito high costs and health hazards.

If we continue to put hazardous chemicals into the ground,
we may be inviting future Love Canals. An altornative is to
insist that industrics choose safer disposal or treatment tech-
nigues. But more careful management costs money. If indus-
trics were required to use other disposal or treatmeit methods,
the price of their products would be higher, and additional pro-
-duction costggmight deter further mnov.mon or mvutmcnl in

B

<

- those industrics. - .

- A third alternative is to take decisive steps to reduce the
quantitjes of (I;m's:crnu# l)yipr()(lum cven if that rcqu’irc« sub-
stantial changes in our unsmnptlon patterns. This is a more
fundamental solution that Jboul(l attack the problem at its source.

Fnvironmental hazards ¢ould be minimized if manufacturers

o

Pmucled by a nmsk mld-rubbu clothing, n lnvcsﬁgzltor \mmples
the soll in Times Beach, Missouri, to dctermlne if it is contami-
nated wlth dioxin. )

.
substituted safer materials. used fewer chemicals to retard spoil-
age, and so forth. The question is which conveniences we would
be williné to forecgo ufrexchange for a safer envjronment. So
this third choice forces us to confront a fundamental question
about.what we owe to the future, Do current consumption ang
waste disposal practites jeopardize the health and s;ll'ciy of fu-
turc gencrations? . '

With regard to the gross national by-product, as with other
prusm& issucs, there is no casy solution, no *“‘technological

" The choices that n[h(l to be made foree us to clarify not
only what we want. but also what we are willing to give upsn
order’to achicve higher environmental standards. In particular,
these decetsions force us to ask what limits should be placed on

_the pursuit of self-interest in order to define an environmental

policy that responds to the public interest.

So we turn to the first of our three choices. What is at issue
in many diggssions of the waste disposal practices of particular
industries, Br the record of the Environmental Protection Agency
in protecting the environment- s a question which we all face
in our daily lives: which risks can we live with — even if we'd
prefer not to? How cawgious should we be? That is where-our:
discussion of choices about environmental protection begins.’

e
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) Few™ headlines arc so pcrplc;(ing and a'lam\ing as those that
m\nounievych another environmont hagzard - whether it -
volves the food we ent, the witdr we drink ., the nir we breathe
or hatards poscd by lenks from mdub(rml tins buricd behind :i\,

. _ nearby fuctory. Such announcements nm.up\scum&, beeause they

) suggeSt that therg may be a grent many morfe environmental .

howurds Tfan we expected. Morcover, the items on-that list seem '

to be constantly changing. Substances tha{ were used until re-

v - céntly, such as cyclamates — formerly the priscipal artificial

sweetener in millions of dict drinks -— are bunm,d bccauxe 0!
~ suspicions that they may chuse cancer. . '
It Su,ms that as we increase our cﬂorts in environriicntal

Acceptable Rnsks |
Unacceptable Hazards -

, .gmshmg between real and imaginary (hruus InNthe words of 4
! . S _ ~ biochemist William Lowrance, **We hardly know Wich cries

4 V g of *wolf” to respond to. But we dare not forget that cvew in the
fairy tale, the wolf really did come.™ ‘

Prolific Pests > ¢

L _ ' We arc faced quite often with contending claims about envi-
Q What is at issuein the ronmental hazards. Consider, for example, what Kappeneg in
debate over the * + California in July, 198). News stories carried accounts of an
entvironment arc some angry demonstration in Sacramento, the state capital. Dem-
basic questions which - onstrators demanded that Governor Jerry Brown notallow acrial
— imr a slightly . spraying of a chemical pesticide called malathion to kill the-
. - different form — we .« Mediterranean fruit fly, which threatened the state’s agricultural
face in ouy daily lives. : industry. Many people were alarmed that the state was even
Which risks can we live considering acrial spraying of what they regarded as a danger-
© with, even if we’d " ous, potentially cancer-causing chemical. Precautionary notices
- prifer not t()??? that instructed people living inthe affected areas to take such
' reasures as closing their windows and washing children’s toys
after the spraying of heightened fears about malathion, .
Yel the state’s fArmers insisted that the Mcdﬂy mfestauon _
was quite serious, and that immedigte action wis necessary. - -
- First discovered in fruit trees in the Santa Clara Vdlley, the
Medfly was soon found as well in the lush San Joaguin Valley,
- the heartof California’s agricultural industry. If not controlled, "
' o ' the Medfly threatened to wipe out entire crops and to inflict a
. devastating loss on some 400,000 people in the state’s agricul-
tural industry. Other measures taken to control this prolific pest,
suth as ground spraying. had been ineffective. 1t looked as it
the only alternative was aerial spraying of thousands ‘of acres
of California cropland. By midsummer, demands for additional
» measures against thg Medfly intensified, Under pressure to pro-
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invasion spread. To most of the fatmers, acrial Spraying of
malathion posed no greater risk than numerous pesticides lhm
had been used lor years, pesticides that deserve much of llw
credit for the impressive productivity of American agriculture..
Without pesticides, crop production would drop substantially
and prices of agricutural goods would be higher. The farmers
wanted protection both from the Medfly invasipn and from fi-
nancial ruin, and they were convinced that mulalhmn would
provide that protection.

Yet the opponents of acrial spraying made what appcarul
to be a convincing case. They objected that it woull threaten.
the state’s residents in three ways: by inhalatioh, skin contact,
and through contarpination of water supplies. They insisted that
itwould lead to severe health problems, and gotexperts to .Tcnk

\

epidemiqlogical studies section of the California Department of
Health Services, came to-quite a different conclusion. Kahn
said that Kalman's testimony, and that of other experts who
spoke out against acrial-spraying, represented “very poor sci-
cnce and a strictly alarmist position. "‘His office issued a report
to California rcsidcm:s"\indicming that aerial spraying.of mala- .

. ORI .
thion would nor be harmful (o the state’s residents. -

So the experts disagreed with each other and the p'ublicn
was polarized, The stite’s farmers felt that there was a grave
lhrcail Yo their crops and their livelihood, and saw no reason 10
refrain from using a pesticide that scemed Lo pose no special
“hazard. Speaking on behalf of a group called the Consuher
Coalition for Health, Jay Feldman said that in the face of such
scientific disagreement about pesticides, people should “realize
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teet other states from a similar infestation, U.S. Secretary of  out against it. Dr. Summer Kalman, i professor of pharmacol-
Agriculture John R. Block threatened to quaranting California  ogy at the Stanford University School of Medicine. testified
prodiice if the Medfly was not brought under control. that aerial spraying posed an imminent dunger to public health )
From the farmers® point of view, there was no reason nor ~ and a special (]zmgcr W newborns. Kalman goncluded that *¢ ’
to use malathion, which had proved j?ﬂ'cc‘livc in controlling  more sludlw are (Inne malathion will be. proven to be cancer-
various pests, and is safer thin a crop fumigant knowg as eth-  causing.’
ylene ‘dibromide which might have had to be used il the Mulﬂy But other experts, such as Dr. Ephraim Kaha, chief of the T
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- _ ' ' - ~ that e burdén is on the-public to prove that acrial xpmymgﬂ o
“There is no !‘(:l.l.] would pose a’health |)r0hlcm From the point of view of the
. argument about the . advocates of degl-Spraying, its bcmhts would Tar ()ﬂwu&,h |
o (Icsirnbili'ty of- ) any slight additiomd risk that might be |)0\ud . .
- But the opponcn(s of malathion todk quite n dmmm po- .
sition. In light of its potentially graye effects. mpcuully the
pmxlblhly that 1" might cause cancer, lhs,‘.gumludcd that the

protecting the -
environment. But there *

co . - nre definite differences
. ) about whero we should anly prudent course would® be o assume that it is hazacdous >
' R draw the line.-.how ' watil it is cloarly umbH\hL(l that 1t s hot-— und to call off the . .
- cautious we should-be. acrinl spraying. =
. » ~ in defining: Finally, however, Governor Brown upplm](l lhc .erial
spraying and the Medfly -invasion was brought under control.

s ‘ ~ _envnronmelmll
: ‘ standards.”’

But the debate continued about whether watathion posed an
whacceptable risk. _ ‘

. " Different qulgmeptsﬁn Safety . - o R

The bitter conflict that took” place in California illustrates lﬁt
tension between two opposing pasitions on envje mmc,nnl pro-
tection. Neither side dismisses the importance of gnyironmental
protection. But each side makes a different Juduncm about
safety. Whether the wopic is pesticides. water pollution, acid -
rign, or groundwater contamination. the basic question is'where
- we should draw the line on %afety standards. '
Decciding where to draw that line is one of the basic re-
sponsibilitics of the Bnvironmental Protection Agency. When
Congresg drew up the Resource Conservation und Rccovery Adt
'ol 1976, for cxample, it instructed the EPA to act when there
is an “imminent threat to i)ubhc health. ™ The Toxic Substances
Control Act dirgets the EPA 1o prevent “untcasonable risks™
to health. In s section on hazardous poliwtants. the Clean Air
Act directs the agency topr ovule ‘an ample margin of safety.™
v In certamn cascs, (m\grux h(l\ specificd which chemicals
are to be regarded as toxic. Onesection of the Clean Water Act.
for example, contains a list of water toxics. Generally, however,
the EPA is left to decide how tuch risk to allow, and where
pubhc safety standards shoukl b(, get. 1t is responsible, among,
! other things, for determining \\'h,lCh chemicals should be on ns%.
_hazardous substances list. and which everyday products such
as paint should be considered dangcr(ﬁus when (lec.lr(lc(l .
Decisions about -which-substaices will be cons:clcrcd haz-
ardous, and which among them pose the greatest threat. are
“fundamental to the entire uwlronmc(ﬂ.ul protection cftort. Wuh
the assistance of its Science Adwsor\y Board, the EPA s con-
stantly conducting studics 10 determine how much of a rigk
certain substances posc. This year, for example, the EPA s
developing criteria to determine cleanup standards for hazard-

=

Credit: Eibe Frunkfurter Rundsc haw Frankfunt. Germany

* ous dump sites. I is reevaluating air quallly'crllerﬁ\ for ozone ;.
.. Atissue in Cnlifornia was whether, considering the and lead. 1t is defining new guidelines for land-disposal facil- — ~ 4.5
risks posed by the Medfly, it was'necessary to resort itics. And it is conducting’risk assessments v several dozen .

to the nse of I,esﬁcidcg to-protect agric“““rﬂl prod- . Cth“Ldl \Ubbldn(&'\ ()l all the dectsions ln«ldL hy pUblIL p()'- . W
nets. Q@ ) ' , icymakers, few affect us so dlru:tly as decisions about what -+ i
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constitutes anegnviranmental hafm'd. und few wre so
controversial . .+ : .. )

*In the' words of EPA Administrator William Ruckelshaus,
“The public thinks we know what a{l the bud pollutants are,
precisely what udvmx health or environmental elfets they
canse, how tomoasure them and umlrul them abisolutely. We
do Mow a'great deal about some pollwtants, and have cofetrolled
them effectively. f this were the cusefor all polluants, we
muld breathe more umly — in both senses of the phrase.”

The Tostlmony of Sclentlsts

SWhy is it so difficult to dentify onvironmental hazards? As
thustrated by the Medfly incident, when questions arise, sbout
uwlmnmmml decistons. people commonly turn to scientists,
who are called i to lestify about w\ﬁ?h\mkx pose a hazard,
and which can be safely disregarded. Sucn}m\ are called upon
to help make decisions about the safety of everything from
X rays and anto, enyssions to, fdod additives and pesticides.
Therr testimony is important because many hazards are not in-

tuitively nbviml.\" We can perceive that smoke, which is visible’

and smelly, is ancarr pollutant. We need the help of scientists
to determine that nitrous oxide — which is odorless and gen-
erally mvisible - poses'a rgal. danger, 100. i

By specifying the naluu of a particular hazard. |(§ severity
and its probability. scientists can often help us to compare risks,
and thus to determine ¥hich ones deserve the nost urgent at-
tention. With regard to a substance such as phosphorous, which
is contamed in some fertilizers and detergents, scientists played
a major role i determining how it endangers lakes and rivers
by accelerating the growth of algac and-weeds. thus depleting

the supply of oxygen. They played a similarly. important role

in explainihg why carbon monoxide endangers people’s health,
which led to stricter regulations to reduce carbon monoxidd
potsoning. ' ' .
With regard to many substances, however, the scientific
cvidence does not lead tora clear determination of what is safc.
That is the reason why cxperts who were catled in o testify on
the effegts of acrial spraying of malathion gave differopt answers.

Studies of the cffect of matathion on laboratory animals ™
- provided circumstantial evidence that it lmghl cause mutations, -

allergic reactions, ‘or-cancdr. Those studies were the. basis for
expert warnings that the, spraying of malathion might scriously
endanger the public’s health. But the California Department of
Health Services issued a report that came to the.opposite con-
clusion. **We lind after carctul, in-depth evaluation, ™ the report
said, ”lhm there will be no significant hcnllh risk™ from the
spraying of nml.\lhmn ' ) '
Opponents of acrial spraying suspected that the r«.pnﬂ had
been influenced by pnlmml pressures. In fact, it represented
nothing more than a different interpretation of the meaning of
inconclusive cvidence. In assessing studies of suspected cancer-
. : * . .
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_Commarclal Testin to .

' Today, because o

Provide Safe Products

Elixir Sulfanilamide uppcar\:d on dmbstnm shelves over
40.yenrs ngo. Available without Preseription, this medi-
cine was a mixture of a-popular; sulfn-drug and diethyleno
glycol. asolventused ip hrake Mid and antifregze. Since
safety tests were not Icgally n,qun'bd in: 1937 none were
performed.on Elixir. Nig 'uvaen pmt» qf Elixic were
consumed angd 107 peopje died bu&mzsc olit.

ew ﬂ(lcrul rngulnuons und testing:
rcquirements itis highty unlikely (Fmt apr oducl suchas

"Elixir would reach bocal drugstores. l“h(l,m ar¢ now.tosting

requircments not only for drugs.’but also for food, chil-
drens toys. pesticides{and a host of ()\l\cf profiucte

In the case of pestigides, these safety rognl
onc réason why it takes so long to ruglslcr r&c\\v agticuftural
chiemicals - It commonly takes as long as ten yulrs from -
the time initial product reseatch begins to the pmm where
anew product is avaitable for use. During that. petiod of,
testing and pmpumtlon 4 compuny may nvestigate uhd -
ject as either unsafe or neffective lhouﬁzm(ls of dnﬁ'ucm

formulagons. . ’ T
In order to satisty 2 ’A requireinents for the rcg'is’tm- o

on of a new pc\'iicidd\ anufacturers xubucl new pr()d-
ucts td five stages of esting:
¥ Prnmry screcning takes plady
various chemical compounds\ re xylilhcsiz_cd and .
tested th sed iCthey arc’safc and uscful.

* Secondary screening involves testing these symhc-
sized compounds to develop appropriate applica-
tion amounts and techniques. This takes place in
greenhouses or n small outdoor rescarch plots.

* Ficld testing is conducted to examine the efteet of

) pesticides in realistic ¢environments — on specific
crops, i different soils, and under differemt

] weather conditions. ' o "

* Toxicity tests on animals.are used to detect the pos-
stbility uﬂlong or short-term health effects such as
cancer, nuitation, or birth defeets.

* Finally, the small fraction of chemicals which make
it through the four previous tests are examined to

- determiné what residues., ifa‘my, lhcy lcave on crops
that may be dangerous for (.()n\umus

Once u)mplc(cd, the results of these tests are sentto

EPA in registration packages. To ensure that t testing is |
conducted properly, EPA sometimes inspects Company
luboratories. The tigency then analyzes the test results, '
performs additional tests it they are needed and eventually
decides whether or no the new product can be used safely.
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The fact that so maﬁy lieople'cbhllnue sm;)king, desblte health
warnings, s an indication that indiyiduals willingly take sulftan-
tidl risks with their health, _ '

. )

e . . :
cansing agents on labormery animals, and-reaching a conclusion
about their implications for- the Rafety of humans, there arc
uncertaingics at every step. Al high doses, malpthion ciduses
‘mors in lab animals. But what does this tell us-about the tikely
impact of the much lower. doses ‘to which the residents of the
San Joaquin Valley were cxposcd? Can wé assume that sub-
stances which affect lab animals in a particular way have a
similar effect on humans? B

To these cricial questipns, scieptists give dilferent an-

‘. dwers. The fact that malithjon was finally sprayed dyer thou-
sands of acres it California did not conclusively: prpve cither
sude’s Lonlcminm After Spraying took place. some residents

- attributed various medicpl symploms to it, and subimitted claims
to the state in excess of one billion dollars for u)mpcnsuuon
The problem is thpt reagtions to malathion, like most potentially
hazardous substanees, mimic other ‘medicnl problems such as
e~Qu, o s dificult to say whether they were caused by
cxposure to the pcv.tiéidé Furth¢tmiore, chronic symptoms of
exposure to hazardous wi Ztm may not appear for many months,

"

'(; .

Or even years, l‘hc only damage that L()llld bc Llem ly attributed*
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l()‘]hé spritying of malathion was dumage to the finish of thou-
sﬂnds of cars. | - ' ~o Ll

As much as we would like \uullms to be able to tell us
which substances or conditions dre hazardous+and which.are {,

\not therg, is Still {,rcm unccftainty about mogt cnvnronm’cmul .
hazards. Ncmcm';s decisions about which risks are accept! - -
ublc and w]nch are not have o bc mude. And thm ts why ib o

.50 important. o try to nchieve some Conscnsus .lbom how we *
should proceed in the face of uncortainty. . Sy

The debate abou qulcly standards illuminates differing ap- -+
-_proaches toward risk itsdl as well ag dif lcmnt perceptions oF
v the trade-offs required It uchicvdnbhu safety :,txmdards What

£ -
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5

Cis at mx[e,: s-whuhet mast potendial tisks should be regarded .
as-saly’ Until the hazards are clearly demenstrated of whether :
‘they § ll.l;lb¢ regarded as hazardos vatil they ofe pruvcd\to AN

‘;\ *, “y . N .

pc safc.

 Some nisksArewmn Taking . - ,

Onc answer o the qucsuon of where the line should be (lmw
“on sakety stundards is illustrated by the approm.h of the Cali-
fornians who advocated aerial spraying. From their perspective,

certain rigks arc the price we pay for tiving in tcchnologlcnlly

“sophisticated world. Conlﬁklcrlng the benefits of literally thou-
" sands of technologics t that we-take for granted, thosc risks art

worth taking. People who suppor this position do not advocate

t«.chnology at all costs. M(N of them agree that where there is
clulrxwdulc'. that a subslmlcc is hazardous. of course it should
be banned. Phe qucsuon is how we should procced with that

“long list of sibstances that | might posc a hazard. Their concern

ts that if we umslst«.nlly followed the rule “1$n doubt—dont”

innovation would be stifled and we wduld have to forcgo many
of the Beaefits of scicnce and technology. '

“The prumsc of the pcopl«. who take this position is that
while «.nvnrommnlal protection®is very important, it is not the
ony thing we value. We also want u.chnoloblml progress, a
growmg cconomy, and a business climate that attracts investors.
[‘o take a “zeto risk’ approach’to public health by trying to
Lhmmz\lc all substances that posc a potential hazard is both
expensive and unrealistic. '

They point out that individuals wnllmgly take nsk‘; ‘and :
substantial oncs at that. The governmont, “after all, permits vis- S

* itors to Yoscmitc Nétional Park to sky dive {rom El Capitan

Mountain some 2,000 feet into lhc valley below. Many pcople

choose to smoke cigarettes; (lcspue the risk of cancer. Ahd most

people drive autoinobilgs, despife the.fact that some 60,000

Amecricans dic in automobile actidents cach yelr. Proponents )
- of this position fec! that it is inconsistent to go to great lengths :

to tef to climinate the risks associated with tail pipc emissions, g

while at the same time ullowmg, people to accept lhc far greater .

risk of driving an umonm‘)bulgr _

Considering that substances such as pesticides and haz- - i,

.
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ardous wastes arg associated with the diseases we fear most—  nerial spraying in California, others give quitc a diffcrent an-
cancer and reproductive disorders Such as birth defects — itiy, swerto the question of where we should draw the line on safety.
understandable that people are so fearfil of them. But it may  In their view, it is irrelevant whether individuals choose 10 take
be unrcasondble (0 try W ban all agents that might be cancer-  great risks. That, after all, is their right. What we choose.to.do
J ’ causing. In l"z‘cl\z_\\sllhc advocates of 1his,posilion pointout, the  as a sogicly is another matter cntircly. Decisions about such
evidence on cancer-causing substances is pretty slim. Only about  matters as spraying insccticides or setting standards for the dis-
- two dozen chemicals have been definitely linked to human can-  posal of hazardous wastes affect everyong in the society. For
cer through epidémiologic# studies — those (h“ cxamine the  that reason, we have to ¢err on the stde of caution when there
prevalence of particular ciscases in‘an entire population. And =~ is uncertainty. . . o | -
chemicals are not the majn causce of cancer. In the words of "People who take a conservative position on this issuc ifsist
political analyst Kevin Phillips. “1t is time fof the carcinogen “lhat it is better to be safe than sorry. They recall that one sub-
Luddites who would like to regulate or dismantle every sub-  stance after another has been assumed to-be safe, only to be ‘
“stanee which 18 even distantly linked to cancer in a laboratory  baiined subsequently when evidence of its harmful effects be-
© animal to wake up to reality. Nature and heredity produce a - came clear, It ook decades of research to establish the link
* good deal more cancer than cyclamates and chemical poisons.”  between smoking and lung cancer. If in general we wait for ,
Indeed, if the government tried to protect us against c'\"cry scientific proof before taking regulatory action, we will have
potential health’ hazard, environmental regulations would no - waited too long. ' :
doubt become far more extensive than they arg today. To take Finully, for the people who take this more conscrvative
one recent example, the EPA is considéring a proposal to limit  position on environmental standards, it is an ethical matter.
-the power of radio transmitters because of concern that exposure — They believe that two criteria should be applied when making
to the radmtion,emitted hy such towers poses a health hazard. decisions about which risks are ace ptable. No risk should be
« Such rc'gulalory clforts indicate tq many people that the gov-  taken when the quality of life of future generations miglhs Be
\crnmcm'is simply going too far in its attempt to protect us _icopardi}sd. And no risk should be taken when irreversible
against environmental hazards.” : * damage to the environment” might result. They feel that the
The people who take this position conclude that while en-  people who propose meusures such as ‘the acrial "§praying of
vironmental phptection is important, we need t¢’berealistic in - malathion must be obliged beforchand to prove that they are
determining which risks are aceeptable. In those numerous in- - safc.

-

stances whete there is no more than the suspicion of health or No matter which of these positions you choose, one thing
salety hazards we cannot afford to stop and wait for conclusive  is clear. AS much as we would prefer to have the assuiance of
evidence that it is safc to proceed. - : + absolute safety with absolute certainty, decisions have to be L
' _ © made in areas of great unceftainty about which risks we will |
Bene‘r Safe than son.y . - accept as a so%nty [-)clcrminin?g w‘hich risks arc i!CCCplllb'C 1S .

. .not a technicafdeciston that scientists can make for us, but a

-As illustrated by the position taken by the people who opposed — political decision that.we must make for oursclves.
. I ’ ' :
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' _ In the 1970s. a serics of events at Love Canal, in suburban
' Niggara Falls, New York, drew attention to the issue of haz. —
ardous_wastes. Byilt at the turn of the centuey by developer
William T. Love as a means of transportation for 1 model com-
munity that wgs never. constructed, Love Canual has become an ¢ _
- o emblem vf the dgvastating cffect of haphazard was(L disposal. g /- -
“The story began in the 1940s, when the Hooker Chemicals
_ and Plustics Carporatiort started dumping some 22,000 tond of
’ Lhumuu ‘wasfos Thto the cnmeh and burym;, other loxic mate-
. ripls ncnrby 1% 1953, HoakcMurned the site over to the local *
“board . of education, which filled the ‘ditch and constructed a - )
S A school on the property. Despite clearly visible pools of chemical *
s conlnmiml(ion familics who moved into the area were pleased
that thc ticld next 1o the new school plOVIdL(' wumon areg
for their children.

m‘gnlng RESpO“S.b.lity _ But the chrldrcn who i)luycd mﬁm sometimes came home

with hard pimples on their bodics,/Then more scrious health
for a I-egac¥ 0' “egleCt symptoths began to appear. Restdents ol the'acca who had pre-
viously been healthy now had headaches, nervous disorders, or
' uncxplainable séizyres. An unusual number of respiratary prob-
lems were I‘me‘lt,d especially among the people who lved
: ' e . +#_closcst to thé canal, where the air smelled like moth balls and
’ weed killer, ahd chemicals seeped into peolie’s basements. Both.
people and theig pets were (roubled by rashes and skin lesions.
_ Even worse was the unusually high incidence of birth defects. |
. Infants were born with extra fingers and toes: ohe child was
E born with two sets of teeth: 1t got so bad, as one resident of the
Aware now that there u)mmumly later told a Scnate subcgmmittee, that whcn a child
Q are thousands of = was born. gcople didn’t ask “Is it a boy or a git]?” but rather
potential Love Canal “I it normi?” . T
' . sites across the & When the results of a state-conducted health study of the
country, we are ' aren and its residents were released in-May 1978, it beciame
clear just how abnormal tku situation was. There was evidence

beginning' to. realize
what it will cost te that more than 80 chemical compounds had been discarded in

.4-

4

. clean up abandoned (h.(, .areu‘ including bcuucu.m"chllo‘rolorm‘ ﬂ‘-l\‘d substances con-
. dump sites. Choices. - taining both PCBs and dioxin. The health inventory showed -
B need to be made about that residents, Of Love Canal were unusually prone to cancer,

miscarriages, atd an assoftment of other afflictions.

who should bear those
In August 1978, the area was declarcd unsafc by the stafe.

. costs, and how

' mdividuals should be When Lov% Canal was (|bSlgn{l((:(.| a national disaster arca soon
: . compensated for | after, the govo@{_mc.m stepped in fo purchase the homes of
o | damoges. 99 A hundreds of area residents, {lﬂd help them relocate.
N ' -

A Dangerous Legacy =~ . o

) ' Even before Love Canal was declared a disaster arca there was

~ enough concern about chemical residues to prompt Congress
to pass the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976,

< That act gave the EPA the power to tell manufucturers how they
should dispose of their waste materials. Another faw pussed in
1976, the Toxic Substances Control Act, required nianufac-
turers 1o test potentially dangerous chemicals before thcx ae

e
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put on the market. Both laws would help to control additional

hazardous wastes, But ncither came to terms with-the legacy
of.dangerous chemicals that have been oozing from under the
nation’s carpet.

~“Love Canal provided a shocking example'of the magnitude
at the problom facing the nation ax it figyrgs out what to do
about the result of decades of peglect. But it was only one
example among muﬁy’. In tlic words of Eckhurdt C. Beck, an
EPA reginal udmin‘isu}ﬂor"in the l970§_,>"_‘ We hnv'qlcarhcd that

Love Canal was merely the firsf detonasion of a string of chem- | e

e

ical time bombs literafly, strewn across the nation.™ Today, it
is estimated That 's'QLL ,O()U abandbned waste dumps cxisl
acros’s the C()llglly}"l_‘it_é;EPA'Ims compiled a “national priority
it of 346 sites that represent a particular threat to ,public
'T\cnllh\, and require (|uiL_‘K reraedial action. -
Coneern 'gchcrntcd by the publicity about Love Canal was

ic of the chicl reasons why. in 1980, Congfess enacted a new

aw specitically designed 1o hasten the cleanup effort. The law

provided ‘a fund of $1.6 billion — u "“superfund.”™ financed
largely through a tax on the petrochemical industry —- with -

which the EPA could step an and take remedial actions where
toxic wastes posc an imminentihazard o publi¢ health, The
Usuperfund ™ s designated for usg if no responsible party — the
owners of a site. the transporters br generators of wastes — can
party can be identified, the
aste removal or remediation.

be identificd. When a responsibl
LPA files suit to recover costs of
Jnder this Kind of arrangement, the
pany — Hooker Chemical’s purent
to pay $t5 million to cover part of\the cost of Clecaning up the

T lawsuits brought against it by the ERA. -

The Questiow of cdmpqnsa jon

But what ubout the individuals and familics harmed by chemical
wastes”! Because of the hazards they hadibeen exposed to, many

of the residents at Love Canal had to phy large out-of-pocket,

medical expenses: some lost wages becy use of illness caused
by toxic cx|msurc.,/\nd the value of their k roperty was reduced.
All told. lhcfy expericnced a great deal ofipain and suffering—
not 16 siention the mental anguish of not Lnowing what atflic-
tions. might show up in the future.

As things currently stund, the only way that people who
feel they have been harmed by chemical Jdump sites can be
compensat¢d by the firms responsible for cre wting those hazards
is to take then) to court, which is what 1,400 Love Canal res-
tdents did- when they filed suit against Hookér Chemical,

However, several ubstacles confront agyone who sgeks
compensatton in this way. The first is that victims must cléarly
establish that their injuries were directly cadsed by “harmful

~ chemicals, which is a difficult task because af the uncertain

chuin’of causation between exposure to chemicils and the ap-

Occtdental Petrofcum Com-,
LN
ompany — agreed in 1982

N

pearance of medical symptoms. The dange‘r poscd by hazardous
chemicals depends upon the level of exposure, its duration, and
the indtvidual’s statc of health as well as the extent of cxposure
to othicr potentially dangerous substances. What the plaintiff
has to prove is that a particular symptom such as cancer is not
an act of God, but the direct result of negligente on the part of
the company which discarded the chemical wastes. '

The plaintiff also has 40 show that th¢ company acted ir-

. responsibly of illegally. In many such suits. the firm’s response

is that it shou‘ld not be held rcsp&nsiblc for a consequence that
could not have been predicted when the chemicals were

. discarded.

A further complicating factor for individuals sceking com-
pensation s that there is a statwte of limitations that requires
cases to be filed within a few years of the time the injury takes
place. Yet the symptoms of toxic cxp()‘surc often do not show

up until years later. Individuals may not discover that they have
. suffered ill effects until long after the stafute of limitations

expirces.

+

Credit: © Miche Philippot/Sygma.
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) Where Are the “Supertund” Sltes

AN

The E PA [{H u)mplucd cleanup efforts at six sites:

w

State o - Cityor County
*Georgin ' : Athens
Mafrylund Baltimore
- Michigan o St. Louis
+ Mississippi T Gregnville
Ohio . T (,‘Izgclund
Pennsylvania . Pittston

~

L

‘Name of Site

Luminous Progfsscs, lnc

Chemicafs Mcl( ! Industry
Gratipt County Golf Course™

Wyjcoutt Chemicals Waréhouse

Chemical Mincrals

Butler Tunncl b

-

EPA's National Prioritics List, compiled with the help of state environment officials, catalogues more than 5(@ of the
“pation's most dangerous hazardous waste sites. These are some of the sites thit are pmmulmly hazardous.

State e City or County
Alabama / Huntsville
Anzona Globe
California Riverside
Cotorado _ Boulder
" Delaware  New Castle

Florida Tampa

' Illinois Waukegan
lndiana Seymour
fowa * Council Bluffs
Kansas . . Arkansas City
Kentucky Brooks
“Lowmstana * S Darrow
Maine _ » Gray
Massachusetts New Bedford
Minncsota e St Louis Park
Mississippi ~ Flowood

. Missouri s Ellisville -
Montana : "~ Silverbow Creek

’ North Dakota ~ Southeastern
New Hampshire * "Nashua

" New Jersey Pleasantville

New Mexico &

AlbuQuerque  ~

e L
® )

Name of Site

Trianna/Tennessee River:

Mountain View Mobile Home Es

Suinglellow Acid Pits
Marshall Lz\nJlil_ll
Tybouts Corners Landfill

—~

f)les

Recves South East Galvanizing Company

Outboard Marine Corporation
Seymour Recycling Corporation
‘Aidex Corporation

Ark:mxax City Dump

Valley Of ¥he Drums ¢
Old nger Oil Refinery

McKin Company

New Bedford Harbor

-

N\’

Reilly Tar and Chemical Corporation

Flowood

JEllisville
Silverbow/Deex Lodge
Arsenic Prioxide Site
Sylvester
Pric_g‘s Landfill
South Vallcy

L

New York . X Oswego ) Pollution Abatement Services Corporation
North Caroliba . 210 miles of rondway
Ohio ' - Hamilton Chem-Dyne Carporation .
Oklahoma _ —  Otawa- Tar C‘rcck" N,
Pennsylvania McAdoo McAdoo Associates”
Rhodce Island Coventry . Picillo . '
South-Carolina Columbia SCRDI Bluff Road ’
South Dakota Whitewpod Whitcwood Creck _ T
Tennessce Memphis North Hollywodd Dump C.
Texas - -+ La Marque Motco Corporation
Utah . Salt Lake City Rose Park Sludge Pit 'Y
Vermont Burlington Pine Street Canal ‘
Virginia Roanoke L e Mathew's Elcctroplating

) West Virginia * . -Point Pleasan( West Virginia Ordnance

2 +
. , ;

-
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Due to these fuctors, ahd to the tipe and expense,of liti- . o !
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. . OH "&(i LAY TWOL .
ugcessiul pru.xccutmn@dumugm caused by exposiin R e |

——

™ to hgZardow W&ilc‘ Is gl drduo and often unsucceSif@po- e 7 L BNE.
cess. As of the summer of 1984 — six years after Lov
oo,

¢ was declared a disasfer aren - 10 goney had yet beey paidby -
- Honkcr(‘hcnfrml\m sqllluhl‘ﬁzlh Iﬁg%\h\lgah\sl tby forher

resrdents of the arcx/ That is whut aheerns peopld who rogef

muuc;‘%( sogial justice. | IR '
+ THE question is which hazards in_an industrial s
~be borne by individuals, which by the partiestésponsiblé forft |
reating the Bazard, and which by the society as a whole. No
-)] one who cxpc‘ric-nce(l the anguish of the Love Candl residents
. could deny the human-cost of exposure 10 toxic Chemicals, ,
- - which persuades some people that additional measures must be ' 3
takereto prevent identical problems from occurring i the futire,
But there are strong arguments against f:h:mging the existing.
cleanup and compensation system. Let us examine these choices.
_and the arguments, for and a‘guinsl them. ‘ '

. : 3 !
~ Victims and Their Rights - . ’
Many people feel (h;\pexisling procedures for compensating
victtms of environmental pollution, such as the residents of . )
- Love Canal, arc simply inadeguate. Victims 6t cnvironmental “It’s mot right for
hazards were involuntarily exposed to substances about which - people today to sit in ‘ ¢
- they were uninformed. yet when they seek compensation for Jjudgment by today’s ’
damages they face formidable barriers. There is substantial sup- standards on what
port for Additional measures to ensurc that individuals harmed manufacturers did 20
«* by hazGrdous wastes are fairly compensated. - + ‘or 30 years ago. That’s
Some of the proposed measures would lower existing legal N worse than Monday .
barriers. It has been proposed, for cxample, that te statute of morning ' .
Linmtations be changed in such cases, so that individuals ex- quarterbacking-”
' \ posed to hazardous wastes would have three years (o file suit.. Michael Reichgut. Director
from the time when medical symptoms are first discovered, not of Public l((?lll(iOl]S,OCCidCll(ill Pctrolcum
—--as iy currently the case.— from the time of exposure, which
is often much earlier. ' /p-’ .
Another pmp(')scd change in legal procedurcs would shift ' ‘
the burden of proof from.the person who claims injury, who
- .

currently has to show conclusively that exposure to chemicals

caused medical probleis. I this change were made. the plain-
« tiff would be required only to show evidence that “tends to

establish™ a link hetween exposure and health effects. After -

that. the defeadant-—the company accused of dumping—would ‘ '

have to prove that exposure did nor cause the illness. It is a ' .-

subtle but important change that would make it casier for people . . ' ' \ ',r-w",-_

who claim damages from chemical hazards to win their suits. ' > o

In addition to these leghl changes. advocates of greater -

protection Tor those harmed by cxposure to toxic substances

feel that a trust fund for victims should be established, and that

it should be financed mainly by the industries responsiblc for

dangerous by-products. This is what is donc in Japan, for ex- . LA
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Already alsirmed by other ddngerous chemicals found in Love Canal, the fears of local residents were
: . K
heightened in 1978 when dioxin was discovered there, -
_ Y . .
ample, where individuals receive certain benefits when it is turers Association has’testificd to Congress that in most cases
determined that their ailments are caused by pollution. Reve- where epidemiological studies have been conducted near wastlp g
nues for the program are raised by taxing the industries re-  disposal sites, the mcndcncu of cancer is ndt unusually high. Lt -
: ¢
IS undersmndabk thata pcrson living in thevicinity of a facte b

sponsible. for environmental hazards.

Q

E
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A similar system was propos«.d i this country whcn Con-
ssuperfund™ in 1980. A version of the bill
proposed by the ¢ set aside onc-third of the fund-— whiose
costs are largely Pard for by the chemical industry — to com-
pensate victims for out-af-pocket medical expenses and lost
wages. Many opposed the amendment at the time on the gr oun(l
that the fund would quickly be bankrupt because so many in-
dividuals would demand benefits from it, and the amendment
was finally deleted from the bill. To the advocates of expanded
victims® rights, however, an industry-financed trust fund like

gress devised theg

this is a measure worth reconsidering. It would provide com-

pensation far more duickly and reliably than. the tortuous legal
process that victims now have to go through.

A Flodd of Litigation.

Others have serious reservations about such proposals. They
are concérned that measures intended to provide additional
compensation might lead o spurious suits alleging damages
caused by environmentat pollutanys. The Chemical Mariufac-

that produces carcinogenic by-products who contracts cancer’. -
would tend to blame iton that firm. But cancer has many causes, -
and it is both inaccurate and unfair to blame it on any one factor
— Or chcmicﬂ—produciné factory.

Thatis why many peoplc feel that existing legal proudurcs .
should not'be changed. The underlying punuplc of the Amer-

ican legal system is that the defendant — in this instance the -
company charged with endangering pedple’s health by dumping o
chenyical by-products — is innocent until proved guilty. If, as
some people are proposing, the burden of proof were changed p
to requirc companics to demonstrate that cxposure to certain
chemicals did not cause the illness, it might encourage people
with unrclated medical problems (o initiate suits against chem-
ical companies.

.. Spokesmen for the Lhcmlcal industry ask.whether, in the
pime of ensuring victims’ rightsto compensation, we nug\l be
inviting a flood of litigation. If that happens, the main benefi-
ciarics would very likely be lawyers and not the people harmed o
by exposure to chemical wastes. :

By way of illustration they recall what has happened in - x
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« . L N . ',
. the usbestos industry. Over the past two decngdes, it has become . .« » ’
" increasingly clear that asbestos — an msukmm, matertal that . ' - .t ) '
@ wifh widety used beeause ol its heat- -resistant quullnu-—wcwutcs : . -
hcallh huumLs tor those who breathe or swallow its fibers. As . : -
the medical evidence has actumulated. more and more clums - o . N R
.huvc been made against manufacturers. It is estinved that there - \ ' ‘
arc currently s@me 20,000 oul§lmuling court claims against the

mapufacturers of asbestos, and the avernge award for recently - N .
scttled casey comes to more thap $300,000. A group of nine - - . - o s _ £ —

- former mamufacturers ol asbeMos recently issued ﬁ[,lm.s show- : GRe b e < i ' '- _ . "
_ing that for every $5 patd by the cempanies for sutlcmuus only ' ’()'.‘litm)’::ggntzgft;}:gféli()ll -t ' 7

"$1 ended up in the hands of the p(.oplq claiming dnmnbcs The | individuals for ' ; =

rest of it went to attorneys for legal expdmcs - damagcs umst by . © 3
Whether the money from those setticments g0c~. to lawyers -‘ exposure to hazardous -~ ;

or victims, the sum of the claims against the manufacturers of - . ) T
asbestos is so.staggeringly hlbh’lh'll the Johns-Manville Com- T l‘:?(;::'i; [:;‘c’l;t::o:‘hgr ) - 3‘3
pany -— forpgrly the leading manufacturer of asbestos —~ de- . wi\ether the cleanup Ot . “

- clared b’fnkrupluy in 1983. That decision sent shudders through ', / (éxicsitesis ) ]
the chemical industry as-people contemplated the impact of a / \ N 3
wave of tawsuits on other manufacturers. Ang it left many - g:g:;f:i:li?k ri?St l N | E
dividuals who had filed suit against Johns- Mdl;vtl{c wondering . T > i
“whether dhey would receive any compehsation: ' ) .
When considering additional measures to provuk L()lﬂ- ' , : . (

- pensation, one of the things o kécp in mind is whether their " Yo ) ’ 'é
actual effect s fikely to correspond to their intention, and whether o { ﬂ

# is fair 0 impose a huge additional cost on certain industries ' . .

~—acost lh(u‘mllhl pushup the pmc of pmduus. and discourage
- both mvulmcnt and mnovmmn '

.
ey

ey

\.

.Acce'e’ating the clean“p ‘ . , Butwhatis arealistic price (ug, to put on the cleanup effort? _ 5
Beyond the question of compensating individuals for damages When the **superfund® was first authorized, that was the: ‘ques-
caused by exposure to hazatdous wastes. there is the broader  tion facing degislators who were given very different estimates . 3
question of whether the cleanup of toxic sites is proceeding fast of cleanup costs. One study done for the EPA estimptéd that \' . c;‘
+ enough. Critics contend that despite the “superfund,” cleanup - cleaning up all of the priority sites such as Love Ganal w oA
cllorts have been procceding very :Iowly Whilc the EPA has  cost zmywhcn, from $3. 6 billion to $44 bllhon depending gwon ‘*

begun remedial action at many of the nation’s 546 worst sites, & - whether wastes were removed from the site or simply tretted
it has so far completed cleanup activities at only six of those 1o mnke them safe. O ¢ groups, such as (h(, Council on En-

sites. . \ R . . vlroumcnl.\l Quality, estimated thé cost of cleaning up the prior-
Mcinwhile, there is increasing evidenct of damage topeo- ity sites at a much higher fevel. In 1980, Congress decided on

ple’s health from the sites that remain. In San Jose, California, -+ a “superfynd™ of $1.6 billion over a five-year period.

the rate of heart.defects in infants born to mothers who drank Because the “superfund® will expire in 1985, thequestion

water contaminated with trichibrocthanc is significantly higher  of how much money should be devoted to the cleanup elfort
than the nationwide rate. In rural Hardeman County, Tennessee, has been raised once again. Critics of the cleanup effort are
asignificant number of people who drank chemically contam-  convineed that the fund should e reuuthonzed ata-much higher
inated water have symptoms of tiver damage. And scientists ~level. Most of them feel that since mduatry was the mainben-
have determined that children in Michigan who have an-un- cﬁudry of the Lh‘lp dnposﬂl prud\(,cs of the pust, it is-appro-
usually high level oF polybrominated biphenyls (PBBs) in their  priate to usk\mduqtty to continue to pay most of th® cost of
fatty tissue have decreased intetectual capacity as a restt. Be- _ Cleanup efforts. " '
cause. the toxic substances in the ground and ty water supply Essentially, that is what the HouscWayx and Means Com-
" pose a clear health hazard, muu insist that a thorough cleanup mittee proposed in August 1984, when it recommended a “'su-

- effort must be one of the nution’s prioritics. . - ° " perfund” s‘ithe,\ltugcr than the udxun&, one—n “supurlund“




that would provide the Environmental Protection Agency with

“more thah ten billion dollars from 1985 to 1990 to clean vp

ab{m(loned waste dumps. Roughly half of that améunt would
be paid from taxes on chemical manufacturers. The rest %ould
be paid, in roughly equal measures, by a tax on cruge oil and

from gumml rcvcnues — Whl(.h 15 10 xny fromh ‘our tax doHars.”

-

A Costly Case of “chemophobia” »

Claiming that nmny people have devetoped **chemophobia™ —
an unreasonable fear of chemical substances — the chemical
inclustry OpPOSEs a much larger. *superfund.” and argues that

" its costs exceed ‘what is reasonable and ncdessary. to protect the

publics hicalth. Even the oppanents of an cxpanded **super-
fund™ acknowledge that there were difficulties in gelting cleanup
efforts started a few years ago. But they fecl that progress over
the pgtifew years indicags that the nation is coming to grips
‘with that hazardous legacy. In cach of the past.few years, the
EPA has taken mqre remedial actionts than‘it did in the previous
year. And the number of vojuntary,cleanup efforts on the part
of the chcmlcal industry is increasing quitc rapidly. )

The Monsanto ‘Chemical C()mpamy. for example, has sub-
stantially cxpanded its environmental prdtection cfforts. This

‘year Monsanto will spend five million dollars for the cleanup

of a dump site at its Dclaware River plant in Bridgeport; New
Jersey. The company 'S budbd for waste site ¢leanup in 1984 is
about $25 million, evidence of the company’s commitment to

reduce toxic, hazards and its wﬂlmgness to make Such effons-

without governmental coercion. ‘ :
Spokesmen for the chemical industry pomt out that even
at current levels the “*superfund’ imposes a heavy burden.
Chemical firms have paid about $1.25 billion inte the fund over
the past five years. Just 12 compumm paid almost 70 percent

~ of that amount. And that is just a part of what industry-pays for

environmental protection, T he “*superfund™ pays for cleanups
only when no responsible purl.y can be identified. Other funds
are p.nd by chemical manufacturers who pcrlorm or pay for
cleanyp work directly. In addition to what they are payirig for
remedial work on.dump sites, chemical firms-——like most Amer-
ican industries — are paymg quite .a bll tor other antipollution
cfforts, too. -

& In the words of a (stmcmem “from the Chemical Mamlfac-
turers Assctiation, *“the chemical industry has been committing
massive’ financial resources to the nation's waste site cleanup
program. With our tax and linbility payments that are, certain

"

benefited from the relatively cheap products that were available
in the past when industries were not obliged to spend so much
on envirdnmental protection efforts. .

= Most of thg people who oppose a larger *superfund™ be-
licve that a more promising way to clean up the toxic legacy is
to encourige.voluntary clcanups One such gj

called Clean Sites is now at workﬁmvuhng assistance to com-
panics in their ciforts to clean up hazardous waste sites. The
people who formed Clean@ites feel that antagonism toward the
pem)cl?é?nicul industry has become counterprodhictive. The threat
of prosecution by the EPA, and the damage to a company’s

_public image that results from such prosecution, is enough’to

convince some firms (o try to hide evidence of questionable

waste disposal practices. What Clean Sites represents is a less

advemnrml cffort toward the same goul Its founders believe

that compnmps should be cncourugdl 10 come forward to seck
hElp in cleaning up waste sites. And that is what Clean Sites
represents, a cooperative effort involving representatives of the
chemical industry and groups such as the Conservation Foun-
dation who work together on vohuﬂary cleanup effqrts.

Choices about the cleahup Eﬁort

Six yems atter the events at: Lovc Cmml that drom 50 much

“attention to the dnngcro(ls légacy of ghenmcal wastes, this nation

faces a choice about whm should be done. The question is who
should be lCSpO[\SIbI(, for Llcm\up costs, wheshcr, individuals’
harmed by exposure to those wastes deserve i’qxlcr am(l more
adequate compensation than they presently receive, and *th
priority should be attached to the cleanup clton -

* One chaice is toproceed on our current path, As we have -
seen, some people feel that it i#unreasonable to commit much

. larger sums to thc ck\mmp effort, and that it is unfair to the
" chemical industry to expect it to bear most of Lthe’ financial

burden. They particularly oppose measures that would shift the -

- burden of ploof in matters of comgcnsulton to the chémical

1o continuc into the future, we hope that Congress rgcogmzes }
. that our industry is paying dearly for the *superfund’ program.

Rather than imposing a much higher “supéﬂ‘und"‘"iax'——q tax

almost four times higher than whad the industry hay been paying

. —as the House Ways and Mcnm Committee has proposed the
. Ghémical Manufacturers Associdtion argues that, society as a,
whole should pay for the, cleanup effort. After 4l the public

.

mdustry, lhus inviting a flood of litigation.

Others feel that the nation has still not learned the lesson
of Love Canal, that the hazardous legacy of chemical ‘wastes
poses a real danger, and that the longer, we wait ta.clean it up
the greater that danger will be. To acu)mphsh the cleanup, far
more money must be available. And as long as individuals can
demonbtrate that they have been harmed by chemical hazards,
they should be assured of prompt and adequite compensation.
In order for that to happén, victims.of loxic exposure need more

_ clearly defined rights. . e

Bm cleaning up the chemical u)ncocuons dlscmded in the

- past is only part of what has to be done 0 protect the enyviron-

ment. Huge amounts of these chemical by- produds ate still .

being produced. Decndmg what to do about thcm poses i third

sel of Lhmccs to WhICh we now mrn
I

Yort provndu; tm :
example of an alternative’ ‘model -,EA privates- nonproﬁl group - ..

G

' .




Since Love Canal, and other willely publicized examples of the
hum\f industrinl wastes, public awareness of the problem
has increased quite rapidly. In fact, the fear of hazardous wastes
hyp risen 1o the point where it is difficult (¢ find a community
lhm will accept a new storage facility. Across the. gountry, there _
is strident opposition ta the siting and conslmcnon_nl landfills, ... .

whether they are proposed by the state govemment or by private

companies. While people feel strongly that wastes should be

properly handled, they feel even more strongly that wastes

shouldn’t be désposed of in their own backyards. Partly because

~ of public resistance_to the siting ol new (ncilities, states such

- 8§ Tennessce — the ninth largest generator of hazardous wastes
+-have no hicensed disposal or treatment facilities. The situation .
.got s0 serious in Tcnno‘&cc that o legislative committee pro- . g
posed oftcrmg ] mward of $500, 000 o any community that L
would permit such a facility” o

Those” who propose new disposal fagilities point out that

they are not planning, and in any case would not be allowed to

do anylhil)g 50 primitive as digging a hole and simply dugping .
hazardous wastes in it. Sm‘;c the Resource Conservation ang .
Recovery Act was passed in 1976, tandfill operators have had L
to satisfy various requirements. To be considered sccure, and

N ‘ to prevent chemicals from leaching into groundwaters, n landfill
’ ’ - should have an impenctrable bottom. It should be capped'to
- stop rain and syface water from lcziching through the waslcs o
' a Funhcnnor(r:lndhll dperatgys, must assume financial respon-
. sibility for up'to ten million dollars in damages for any accident
QQ Almoqt 300 mlllion " or damage associated with the site. And the landfill has to be
tons of hamrdous ‘ mouitgred for 20 years to mmumzc wastes that may cscape into .
“wastes are prodmed . the surroynding area. ) "
. each year,__But tlgere is °® However, desplt_e assurances that landtills which mect, those
. L . " o CO“Sﬁl&S.ﬁS about . requigdments arc quite a different thing from the hnphaznrd _
where those wastes | dumpt whi*h took place<in the past, most people remair ™
should go, or what . dislrustfull" and their skepticism lrapslales INtG opposition to -
. _ should be done to : waste storage or treatment facilities.
. ' reduce that am(nmt.?? ‘ ) §
\ . P
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- position in the courts. Citlzens saw no reason why their arca

- “Itisn lenough for -
citizens (o say ‘Not in
my backyard.” We
about what should be
done with hazardous

Co wastes,” -

-

In Warren County, North Carolina, for example, 52 dem-
onstrators recently went to jail because of their efforts go block
delivery of soil tainted with PCBs to a state-run duping site.
When citizens in Wilsonville, Illinots, lcarned that wastes con-
taining PC Bs were being trucked into their arca for burial at
what was described by the site's operator. the Earthline Cor-

poration, as a “model secure landfill,”" they voiced their op-

, :;hould become 4 dumping ground for other people’s wastes.

A

W

Technical experts and state and federal cavironmental officials

testitied in favor of the Earthline Corporation and the precau- -

tions it was taking at the Wilsonville facility. But the court ruled
in favor of the residénts who initiated the suit. 1t ordered the
fandfill closed. on the grounds that it constituted a public nui-

sance. What the judge in that case didn’t say was where the_

wastes should be tuken.
Across the countty, people are registering their concerm

about the inadequacy of past disposal practices by opposing . make Iandﬁlla nore ccure and those regulations ulxo* made’

“new facilities. I a recent nationwide survey, 95 pereent of the

people policd said that if-a landfill facility were proposed for

their community, thdy wouldiprotest the proposed site or con--

sider moving.

have to begin thinking .

/ « -
. . v .
-

The protiem is that almost 300 million tons of hazardous
wastes will be genérated by An\c_]_'ic_:zuf industry this year, and  *
it hus to go somewhere. Like gurbug(; caos, dump sites fitl up ‘
after a wkilc. and -new ones have to b found. As existing
landfills ipproach cupacity the problem becomes critical. It is _
o problem that is unlikely to be solved until a consensus is R
reached about what should be done with hifardous wastes. F

Firms thit gencrate hazurdous wastes have several options ;
rchﬁ‘(lmg thosc wastes. They can choose the incxpensive option  * 8
of disposing of their wastes in'tandfills. They can choose the :
more costly altcmative of treatment technologies to make them

- safer. Or they can attack the problem at its source by restricting

the production or use of toxic substances in the first place, by .
substituting safer materials inghe production process, or r¢- v
cycling to extract ugable materinls from wastes.

The decision about which of these opuons reprosents the
- best way t0 manage hazardous wastes xound\ like a technical
decision. But the underlying issue is not o technical matter at
all. 1tis a Judyncnl about what represents a prudent balunce
between what is umvuncm and what h sule We'are faced as,
a nation with the question of whether more str ingent hazardous ‘
waste disposal regulations should be required, even if they im-.
posé higher costs onproducers and consumers. The fundamen-
tal question is how we should act as stewards of the environment,
and what we should dg to legu the health and safety of future
generations. :

_So let us examine these three alteritives — the use of
landfills, the use of*more sophisticated containment and treat--
ment technologics. and efforts to reduce tho amount of hazard-
ous wastes produced — and ask what cach of these ullernmivcs'

»

" means in terms 6f cost. (.Olth,lllCﬂCL. un(l potential long-term .

hazards. _ : :

The Landfill Option : ’ i
~Several years ugo, the authors of a study |)|qmrLd Ior acongres-
slondl subcommittce came to the conclusion that more than 96‘
percent of the hazardous ‘wastes produced by the nation’s 50 ,
‘Iarges'l chemical- firms over tl}c past three decades-had been
disposed of ift landfills. Until federnl requirements were im- - ;
posed in 1976, land disposal was typically a c_hcnb and fairly
Qimpl‘é matter. A hole was dug {n the ground, and drums filled

with chemicals were placed in it. The hole was then covered. o -
with clay, to keep rainwater out. But because clay is not a ;
atcm;:,hl medium, and many Lhcmuals eventually corroded .- -
the drums in which they were pluccd leaks often occurred. : t
New EPA rcgulallonc on landfills were issued in. 1983 to ~3
landfills more ms!ly “Even with those new rt,qum.mcms how- R

cver, landfills remain the cheapest mumx of disposing of hai-
ardous wastes, and the most ¢ mmnly used, Fely incentives
“exist for mduxlrles to seck othertlisposal alternatives,

~




To many pedple. a policy that encourages firms o rely
apan landtills is.both shortsighted and dangerous. Critics of
landfi{ls regard them as inherently unsafe. They are, after all,”
a means of storing hazurdous wastes, not a method of disposal.
No .matter what precautions are tpken to provide more sccure

liners (it is likely that wastes will eventually lenk through and

‘migeate into the surcqunding arca and the groundwater.
In the eyes of theiPeritics Yhe strongest argument against
landfills is that when leaks evéntually oceur 1c damage they
cause 15 very costly, far more costly than it would have been
o use better Jisposal and treatment methods in the first place.
Where groundwater contamination is suspected, the cost of a
thorough investigation can run as high as $200,000 and re-
medial actions cost far more. In the case of Love Canal, it has
been estimated that proper disposal and treatment of wastes —
" according to current standards and practices — would have cost
Just 32 mithon. Compare that figure to the $36 million spent at
Love Canal for remedial action througli/l 980. and to the even-
tual cleainp cost which will bo higher sull. _
Furthermore, much of the burden of cleanup costs falls.
not on the firms responsible for dumping.-but on ghe gencral
public. Critics feel that it is safer and more cquitable to use,
other waste disposal methods —- methods that would impose
more of the costs of, managing hazardous wastes on the firms
that generate the wastes, and o the consumers of hazardous
wiste-intensive pmducls.‘_ : ’ v .

There arg altcrnatives to landfills which offer more assurance
ol sk

into two categorics —- containment technologics that arc more

¥ over the long run. Essentially, these alternatives fall” -

-

" Before clcﬂmip efforts begln at waste sie5, technicians must first
determine what chemicals are preseat.

the virtue of destroying hazardous wastes rather than providing

sophisticated than landfills, and tmhncnl technqlogics that re-- & means of storing them, -

duce the hazard.
@ The purpose of containment tcchnologiés that are safer and
]

-~ Onc of the options, then, is to decide that it is too dan-
gerous to dispose of hazardous wastes. in landfills. to place

hore sophisticated than landfills is to hold wastes so thay haz-  severe restrictions on whic‘n substances can be disposéd of in

ardons substances are not released into the envirombent. The
British, for example. have developed a method of mixing ce-
ment with liquid wastes that creates a permanent “prison™ for

[

~ that way, and to ¢ncourage Yirms to pursue alternative treatment

and containment technologies. :
That is what .the state of Califorpnia has done. Recalling

toxic chemicals in concerete blocks that can safely be used as a . what happened at Love Canal agd, similar incidents of chemical

foundation for highways. In-this country. onc of the most com-
mon ¢ontainment technologies is the use of underground injec-

tion wells. Consgructed like oil wells with steel and concrete 3 decidéd to stop using land disposal facilitics for hazardous -

casings to contain toxic yids that are forced down the, shafts,

mjection wells are used by thousands of Ameridan firms.

!, N B, . N .
Treatment technologics offer another n?tcrnulwc\ They re-

duce the hazard posed by wastes by chapging their chemical
composition. In West Germany, for exafiffle, most of the coun-
- try's hazardous wastes are detoxified by treating them with

contamination in California, officials in that state questioned
-the wisdom of continuing to rely upon landfills. Jn 1981, they

wastes. As soon as treatment facilities are constructed. landfills
will be used only for'_!hc disposal of material that does not
endunger public health or the énvironment. Wastes contaiping
pesticides, toxic metuls, PCBs, cyanide, and other dangerous
chemicals will from now on be bannced from luﬁcﬂlﬁlls. '

As part of CaliVomia'seffort to reduce toxic hazards, state
I . ) : _ :

cheimical neutralizers.” Another means. of detoxifying organic - ofticials devised a scries of incentives to encoupage wider use

© compounds is 1o ?rcuk them down into hggnless gases by in-
cineration.” Like ofher treatment technologics) this method has

of nlternative disposal fechnologlcs.?ﬁghcr fees were imposed

on the land disposal of certain substances. And o waste ex- °
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alternative ments of disposing of dungerous chemicals, Sy
_ Yet (o ofher people, a step in that direition represents an- '
T ' ’ . other example of government’s regulitory burden, and uts in- Spsa—
) . terference with the marketplace. People who tuke this posttion
) : . feel that in the name of public safety, government has already

) ' : imposed oo many restrictions on the nation’s busincssces. l*hul o
' main ()b_]bdl(m 1o alterative treatment methods s, qmtc sim- - ot

Y

/ e
. *One of our opliom is

' -~ decide that landfills

- ~ aresimply too
‘ : dangerous, and to
cneourage firms to
* pursue alternative
. ~ treatment and.

. contaimment
) technologies.’”’

\ \ ! ) .

change was organized (o assist generators of hazardous wastes
mn hndmb recycling opportunities.

As u nation, we might follow California’s anmplc ‘\ml
sharply restrict the materials that can be duiped in landfills.
; Various incentives could be devised to encourage the use of
:\Ilmmuw{t atment methods, Although EPA officials have re-
cently indicated that they are considering measupes to discour-
age the land disposal of many toxic wastes and 10 cnecourage
other methods su¢ ‘d§ high-temperature incincration and chem-
ical treatment, there are not currently fnany incentives to Amer-
ican firms (o use these alternatives,

Because some people are convinced that toxic chemicals
in landfills pose ‘mhlrd that cap-no louger be ignored, the
- question of whether firms should bg required to seck nlternagive
disposal and trestment methods has become quite controversial.
Critics of landfills iccl that m.nmgcrs of Americun businesses
who have to keep an eye on short-term profits are chromcully

shonxlbhlcd It they pre not rcqmrcd to shift to mote costly’
wuslc treatmeht muhods it is highly unlikely lggﬂm\cy will do

s0. These critics feel that the only way to protechapr health apd

“welfare and alse that of Tuture generations is to insist upon

v

P

ply. that they are more expenstve, Even the incincration of
hazardous wastes, which is nol as éxpensive as other trgguent
{echniques, ‘costy about twice as much as burying lmmc
chemical wastes in landfills. ¢ ’

Furthetmore, as state and federal restrictions on waste dis-
posal arc malle more stringent, it is entirely possible that more
firms will res&t to “*midnight dumping.™ As waste generators

‘m\d haulers try 0 skirt the problems posed by government re-
"~ strictions on waste disposal, illegal dumping is already a growth

industry. The methods of clandestine dumpers are often disarm-
ingly simple. Some wnload chemicals into dumps thatiace
equipped to handle ()Hly household garbage. Truckers cszyin;>
hazardous hqmds sometimes open their spigots as they drive
down the highway. In one recent case, dangerous chemicals
were Wixed with fuel oil, shich was used to heat apartment
buildings in New York City. People opposed to further restric-
tions on what conipanies may do with their chemical by-prod-
ucls dre convinced that further regulations would result in
increased midnight dumping” —and that would create o gn:nlcr .
Inz;,\rd to pubhc health. i

Waste Reduction =~ S
Bécause of their inadvertent effect of encouraging " midnight '
dumping,” perhaps alternative treatment n®thods or more so-

“phisticated containment technologics do, not provide an effec-

tive alternative ' to landfills. Besides, even these more costly
methods are criticized as hazardous, The wastes propelled below
the carth’s surface by injection wells, for cxamplc are some-
times forced upward again by geologic pms\urcq whm they

contaminagle nearby water sources.

. « There is another alternative whnch promiscs a fundamental
solutiono the problem of hazardous waste disposal, and that-
is to attack 'll)c problem at its source by rcslriéling the amount
of spch ‘wastes produced.

This could be done hy changing the proc]ucnon process in -
various industries. In many cases, hazardous substances can be

. replaced by safer ones. Asbéstos can be replaced with inan-

made mineral fibers in automobile brakes and other applications
where insulating materials arc required. Soap-based detergents
can be used rather than atky! halide as a de-greasing agent.
Ghlorinated paraffins can be substituted for PCB in hydraulic
fluids, In most cases, there dre certain obstacles to product -

_ substitution. such as the fact that athigh temperatures the min-

eral oil which can bé used as.a substitute for PCB is flamuible:

N
-t
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Dat such probloms cun be overcome, and many people fecl that
they are t small price to poy for a mducuou n lhc amount nl'
“hazardous wastes. :

Since the 19405, many products made with natural organic

matorials have. been repliced with synthetic nfnitﬂal( In the
home, many wood and pupu -bused products ave been re-
placed with plastics. and synthbtic polyesters have pnhmlly re-
placed such natural fibers as totton. ln industry, the
- petrochemical revolution has had an even greater impact, as
thousands of new materials and products have been introduced

that ar¢ both couvenient and relatively inexpensive. Now that
people are beginning to regird the price of treating oridisposing

~of the chemical by*products of the pctrochumlcal thdusury as
part of the cost we pay for their convenience, there isincreasing
support for switching back from synthetic to ()"rganic matcrials.,
That raises a fundamental question about what we are will-

ing to do as individuals and consumdfs o protect the environ-
ment. If fawer hazardous wastes were produced, there would

* be fewer chemical by-products to contaminate the environment
and threaten our health, Manufacturers could reduce the amount
of hazardous wastes by substituting different materials in the

- production process, by using fewer chemicals to retard spoil-

age, ahd so forth. Just as manufacturers have cut back on the

production of acrosol cans because of heightened consumer
concern about the ozone layer, we could *'vote™ for a cleaner
cnvironment as consuniers by choosing not to buy goodb as-
sociated with dangerous by-froducts:

What would we be willing to give up in drder to ‘reduce
the threat of hazardous wastes? Would we, for cxkample, be
willing to use fewer plastic containers — which have the ad-
vantage of being lightweightand iliscgnrdaBlc———nnd to substitute
glass containers, which need to be recycled? Would we be will-
ing to give up literally thousands of conveniences — such as
TV dinners that are sold, cooked, and often served on throw-
away trays. or vegetables that come packaged ina plnth
rc-uly to drop into a pan of boiling water?
> The quustion of which convenienges. we are prepared to
forego is posed most dircetly by those who advocate recycling
on a much larger scade, Recycling offers a practical means of
reducing the amount of hazardous wastes-but ib would require
several basic changes. /-

-A comprehensive

Cycling program such as the one %‘:u'c-
ticed in the Netherlane n

s FCquITES & “‘consetver conscivius

‘Our theory is that nobody knows (t'a here and what nobody
. knows can't hurt 'em’

A}

z e .
Three Offfons yf
.50 these are three quite different options. abput what to do with
the wastes we produce today, and they arc options whose con-

sequences affect not just America’s industrics but the rest-of us
as well. The choice is botween the immediately practical alter-

native of disposing of dangerous wastes by using landfills, re- -

sorting to more costly and technologically sophisticateg
containmeny and treatment methods, or taking steps to réduce
~ the amount of hazyrdous substances produced.

There are many related questions — about cconqmic in-
centives and disincentives, about new treatment technologies,
about what is required if we choose a more comprchchsivg,
system of recyclipg, and about the uppropriate role of the gov-

criment in the task of keeping our nest reasonably clean and

safe, With regard o ench of these questions, we cmnld learn
from the Western European nations which have more experi-

quite different from the ™ throwaway mentality® thithas been ence in‘alternative waste disposal and treatment methbds.

characteristic of American socicty. It would require new col-.

lective 'lrmn{,cmcms to encourage industries 0 swap their wastes
with one another, so that wastes produced in.one industry could
/lx prmus(,d for reuse in another
- As the proponents of I)madu rccyleg efforts point‘out;
the only way to protect oursclves ngmn\l hazardous wastes in
the long run is to redyce the amount we produce, and rCL)’Chl\&,
offers a practical means of dmng just thit:

~

'What we need to do first is to consider whether current
witste duspoml practices represent a prudent balance between
our immediate desire lor relatively inexpensive and convenient

. Zoods, and our long term obdigation o protect publit ealth and
safety. When questions arise about whint tq do with the wustes
wie praduce today, it isn 't enough to say “‘notin my backyard,’
We hive to begin lhmkmg about what shmc(d bc done with
them. . Vi :
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A decnde and a8 half after the first “*Earth Duy*" and the for- |
mation of the Environmenpral Protection Agency, this nutiqﬂ
faces sorae difficult choicds on the eavironment. Unguestion-  + 7%
x\biy there is o broader recognition today. that natural systems X
arojbound together Xn complicated ways. Through the recently - ¢
recognized phenomenon of acid rain, air.poliution dffects watgr \r_'
and aquatic life hundreds of miles {rom the source of the” pol- Ve
lution. Chemical compounds —both those known to nature and =~ -+ }-
those created recently by-the petrochemical industry — move | {1
** up and Hown the food chain, permeating the ccological system, \&
affecting plants, animals, and humans in tnsuspected ways. # '
- As a nafion we have begun to take account of the envi?
ropment and to regard its protection as a Critical national goal.
. .~ The environmental laws passed since 1970 represent a general
. ~ recognition that lumits should be placed on the pursuit of self- | '

Deflnlng an * " interest in order to ensure it |evel of cnvironmental protection

- which is in the public interest.

Envnnnmenml Eth'c -+ = Itwas thatdengion between what is in our immediste sclf-

o interest ande- wharjs in the public interost that Garrett Hardin

- . wrote about in 1968 in a compelling essay about "the.tragedy
. ol the, commons.”” In rural England, as Hordin pointed out, the :
- _ traditional practice was for farmers to grazé their herds on the
villagé commong. Each farmer knew, of dourse, that theg was +

~alimit to the nus‘lbcr of animals who could graze on a ot of .

- 1« land. But because each farmer's main concern was {or fic en- /o
largement of his herd, more and more animals were UKen to ;
graze in the commons. Evcnﬁgally, the comulative effeddof - /-
Q We want a healthy : . ovc;g'rz?zin.g destroyed (.hcivuluc’;ol' the ?‘GII\I]\OI)S ‘l'orb gveryonc. ‘

It is still, true. a8 Hardin put it, that **freedom jnacommons - .
brings ruin to all.”” But how then should we protect the publu
N ﬂcrcs( and the cnvnommmul ‘commons’*? In Hardin’ view

economy and
. _environmeiital
protection, inexpensive

. . ¢00ds and high safety ) appeals to individual conscience will never be c:ltcuvc by
- standards, pl(gntil‘ul . thmbclV?b. The only"rull_lsuc rc.mudy i mutun coercion,
jobs and protection " muumII)Lx\.chcd upon.’, j'\nd‘thnt is wlfm our {orums shoul(’, be
o ~  against future health : ~ about, deciding what enyirommental policics we can agree upon,,
‘ hhzards. The debate even it lhcy impose ccnmn rcsmcum\on our ncuons HY .
\ over the environmentjs -~ "dviduals. BRI > :
’ a debate about trade- . ' .
. o Offs and prioriﬁes.’? L : “Iﬂ En'imnmental Assalllt R .
K ’ In carlier times and simpler societies, the wates pgpduced by _5 :
X humans were absorbed by nature’s recycling processeN But/the \';';,;
. advent of cities posed a-challenge to the throwawiy Ystem E
. _ ' becuuse the apount of filth, wastewater, and other polluithys
_ overwhclmed the ulpacny of natural systems. Cmps with their -
’ g ' . high concentrations of people and the volume of ‘wastes and
' o Xcrement thcy produced, represented an ungmccduncd assault’
'0 ‘ on the enyironment. The industrial revolution-and all of the new
[' . C cfflyents it produced represented an ¢ven more, serious assaull.
’ ' ’ | As a result of overloading nature's clcansing pchrq cities be- o
. came seriously polhited and many of their esidents developed

. . discases'such as typhoid and cholera as a u)nscqucncc - Grad-
. .o , ) g ' N
S - LA ' N f - 5
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vally. as our forchears in the ninctecath century realized: the

‘high price they were paying for fouling the environment, cor-

rective measures were taken, chief among them the installation
of city sewage syStems. '

In the four decades since the Second World War, the asgault.

on the environment has accclc,r\fd. Per capita consumption
has increased quite rapidly, and fs accompaniment has been
increased per capita poliution. Each of us now consumes more

d inq&;'nscs in the aumber of automobiles posed a new
3 A’ ] h * . I}
¥hile controlling conventional pollutants is still an issue
today, i‘he most pressing environmental problems of the 1980s
N v

arise from the fact that many of the substances we have been

+

S

crgy und,more material goods—especially throwaway goods.”  The chulles

&

~
*

: 7
discarding ar¢ man-made materials that cannot be naturally re-
cycled. Unlike virtually everything else that humans diSCi‘l‘(l_cd
in the past, these materials are not biodegrndgible; they defeat

nature's recycling methods. For that réason, dangerous con-

centrations of toxic chemicals build up over time.

The Political Challenge
in protecting the environmental “comt s’ s

political as well @vntcllectual. Dectsions need to be mude fibouit
what we should do, and that brings us back to thq choices

N - 59K v - . N .
presented in this issue bodk. Reéopgnizing. that higher environ-

S . B
mental standards — likd otheY nﬁ%)\nal goals < have a cost,
what measures should be taken? %% .

Credit: Courtesy of Rocky Mourain News
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Let us review those three choicos and the questions they

. . , force us to confront. The first choice is about where we should
_ g 3 draw the line on safety standards. Considering the potential o
- hazards posed by cortain chemicals, nfust we assume that such
substances Nous until they are proved to be safe? Or
. is it unrealistic to go®se far to try to climinwte risks?” - .
. : o The second issue regarding environmental protection is the
) one that mombers of Congress have beon debating recently as
‘ ‘ they considér changes in the **superfund.” Should those who .
-~ . ) : claim to have been harméd by toxic chemicals have more clearly
. YA defined rights to c.ompcnsation” Should the petrochemical in-
‘ « - dustry be taxed at a subslnmmlly higher_ lcvel to pay for an
. o accelerated cleanup effort? One choice is to decide that recent:
' ; efforts arc satisfactory, or ot least the best we can do considering
* . C, ““We look back on the our other goals as a nation and the resources: they require. An- o
Middle Ages and say, other is to substantially redefine victim’s rights,.and to attach '
. ‘No wonder they had a highor priority to the cleanup cffon.
’ . bubonic plague. They _ ~ Qur third choice has 10 do with the hazardous wastes we :
“ ‘ used to throw their . proquce today. We could continue the current pmcu(,c of putting
¢ garbage in the str eets.’ mog} hazardous chemicals into landfills, nlthough this method’s a
I just hope that(in the vigfue — the fuct that it is mlatwely inexpensive —may translate S
year 2025 my - ¢er time into high cleanup costs and health hazards. We could _
.‘gmndchildren d_on’l insist that industrics choose safer disposal and treatment tech- ¥ 9
look back on this niques, even though they are more costly and would mean hlghcr .
. _ generation and say, . pnccs Or we could attack the problem at its source by taking )
' " 1 ‘No wonder they had steps to reduce the amount of hazardous chemicals produced, i
- ' problems. Lookfpt all _ even though that would l'orc_t_ﬁ us to makce substantial changes R
' the chemicals, in conswnption patterns, and imposc greator cost and some .. %
carelessly introduced inconvenience. ' . ‘
) into the environment, ’ In cach instance, the undérlying question is how cuuuom
uncontrolled.’” ‘ we should be, and which tradc-offs we are prepaged to accopt
______ Douglas Costle, former between environmental protection and other national goals. ‘
. EPA Administrator . For all of the technical detail in somg/giscussions of haz-
' ardous substances, containment, trcalmcnyand disposal alter-
I natives, the underlying issuc in the debate about environmental
A - protection is a moral concern,~This debate forces us to balance
short-term concerns — profitability, convenience, and the main-
_ _ tenanice of existing consumption standards — ngainst long-term
. ‘ : o consequences. Preciscly bec.ause hazardous wastes remain haz-
" ardous for so long, they pose difficult questions about what we _
' _ should do as stewards of the envirpnment. It has been propo#ed R
, _ ' and not facetiously, that what this country nceds as much as an-* i
| cnvironmental protection agency is a grandehildren protection
. . _. “ agency. an agency specifically charged with reckoning the im- , ;
v T _ pact of current decisions on the future, and lobbying on behalf B
' ' of future generations and thelr right to a clean and safe
. ) cnvnronmem ‘

What remains for us is to makc some choices about en-
) vironmental protection, choices that balance short-tcrm cyn-
- : : cerns and long-term consequences.

1




2 For Further Reading
' A guncrnl introduction to environdfental issues cun be found in
the Council on Environmental Quality s Environmental Trends

. (Washington, D.C.: Government Printing Offic6; 1981) and the -

e _ , Conservation Foundution’s annual publication, The State of The
Environment (Washington, D.C., 1983). Cuirent news aboul
. ' = ¢hivironmental issues is reported in Science, the weekly mag-

ence (Washmgton D.C.), and the EPA Journal (available from
the Bnyjonmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.).

For a discussion of the environmental ethic, sce Foorprings
on the Planet by Robert'Cahn (New York: Universe Books,
1978). A readable and highly informative discussion of envi-
ronmental risks can be found in- William Lowrance's Of Ac-
ceprable Risk (Los Altos, California: William Kaufman, 1976)
The SicrraClub has compiled a uadul re{lerence book, Haz-
_ ardom Waste in America (San Francisco, Cuhfornm ,
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NATIONAL ISSUES FORUM: RELATED MATERIALS 3
: . .
“The following materials may be orderéd for tise wil @je 1984 Natiohal Issucs Forum. Please specify quuntities for cuch item in the
space provided. fill in complete mailing address, and en Ioso@cck payablé to: Domestic Policy Associntion. Orders must be paid in
advance.
1 Co T e . Cost . Total
Quantity  Tssue Books ) : . : Per Unit
i The Soaring Costof HealthCare ..o M. $3.00
e Jobs andl the Jobloss in a Changing Workplaco ..................... R TP RRIIN . $3.00
. Difficult Choices about Environmental Protection ................. e 83000
( . . .7 .-
Discussion Outlines (Orie page, printed on both sides.) .
e The Sonring Costof Health Gure ..o Buik Orders 100 for $5.00
eres e JObs and the Jobless in a Changing Workplace ... ST «....<. Bulk Orders 100 for $5.00
e " Difticult Cloices nbout Environmental Protection ..., Bulk Orders 100 for $5.00 . .
I . . ) D
, chrinl__.s"of the Questionnaire
wreermeee 1 0 Sotiring Cost of Health Care ... T 4-- -+ Bulk Ocders 50 for $5.00
. Jobsand the Jobless in a Changing Workplace .. ...t Bulk Orders 50 for $5.00  __
. Difficult Choices about Environigental Protectiony............. e Bulk Orders 50 for-$5.00
* Videotapes : l , | ]
~————___ThePublic nnd Public Policy 1984 ...........ocoooiiiiiii. U SRR .$50,00
1 (Overview of DPA/NIF and the Presidential Library Conferences) \
Format {Cheek one) (1 VHS [[1U-Matic’ . o
______________ Forum Starter Tapes (10-15 min‘tc sumnfarics of all the 4
issuc books on a single video caSsette)... ... Merre, o SOTRUITI ;- $50.00
. General Promotion Publications | _
e Overview Brochure *The Domestic Policy Association 19847 ... Bulk Orders 50 for $500 .
. Flyer with Order Form A Difl'_crcnt Kindof Vote™ ......... R, Bulk Orders 50 fo"$4.00 '
o OnSccond Thought— A Report from the Second Presidential Library Conference ..............¢ S50
Posters
__.___),_w. General Promotion Poster. . ... oo i e RE TR TP e 5100
g ' o \ ~ Total Purchase . s
. - ' ' Ohio Residents add applicable sales'tax h I
Shipping{5% of total purchasc) b S "
"TOTAL ' s -
| SEND MATERIALS TO: ’
Order Depunmmﬁ o . TN
“ Domestic Policy Association ' /
5335 Far Hills Avenue ) P
anzation ¢
Dayton, Ohio 45429 . ’
513/434-7300 . .
. (Street Adidress) i
T
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2. Difficult Choices about Environmental Protection

Please answer these’ questions after you have attended the discussioh or read the booklet. Answer them without

reference 1o your earlier answers. Then hand in both reports to-the forwin moderator, or mail {hem to the Domestic .
Policy. Association in the attached prepaid envelope. (In caseno elwclopu is anlosui you can send thesc pages

, o the Domestic Policy Association at 5?"4? Far Hills Avcnue Dayton, Ohio 45429.) - , .
Pan ' - * | e T \ a . .
T For cach item below, check the appropriate box to indicate if it is ﬁomuhmg
" (] we should do now s _ ’ .
(L] something we should not do under any circumstance - _
N ) Should  Should
Proposals: . : : | Do Not - Mot

. ' Now Do Sure
A. Drawing the line on safety: . : . '

4

1. Prevent industry from manufacturing products until it is known that they are $afe

PRO: In the face of uncertainty, we have to erron - CON: Risk is the price of all technological progress;
the side of safety. Many products once belicved to . if we insist on “zero risk, ™ it will curtail innovation
be safe have wrned out to be dangerous : :

’\\ 2. Requitre companies to |nvcsl in the newest and most effective pollution control N
technblogy :
. ,‘ )
PRO: Lavirconmental pollution should be limited to CON: Such requirements would be costly in terms o, . e _ '
the greatest extent possible - ol pgices, jobs, and the ability of American com- " : *
pﬂnlu to LOllipLiL _ o

3 insisl on strict enforcement of environmental standards regardless of its cffect on
jobs or profits

PRO: PPublic health is a paramount concern that ~ TON: We must strike abalance between conlrollmi>
outweighs all mhcrs . polluu f and other national goals such as eco- “
" nonmiic | mspmly and low uncmployment . -

Ay s s

4. Chu‘(gc the laws to make it casier for those whosc health has bccn dumagcd by
anronnu,nmi hazards to be promptly compcnsalcd

B. Assigning responsibility for environmental fmnages- , _ ;

,
. Wl 1
Lot

, Pllﬂ Victims have a right to prompt compensa- =~ CON: So many people conld umkc a plllll\lhlc claim o
tion, something that current laws do not provide that their health has been damaged that the courts _ ' e g
' o+ would be flooded with litigation; sctilements might o . :
4" pose an unbearable burden on some industrics .
, 5 Make the government, not m(lllblly, pay most of the cost 0! cleaning up old ha7- [ :
- ardous waste dumps ) ) o i £l
PRO: Wastes are g,uicrmaﬁby the pmducuon of ", CON: Corporations that dumped ihur wastes bene- . B
goods which we all use ,} fited most directly, and they — not the taxpayers . 7 el
%’ — should bear all the cost of cleanup . V _ R | v
6. Expand the clumup oi hamrdous waste dumpq even if taxcy have top be raised
substantially for both corporations and mdnvnduah . .
. f - . Y ,:.".
. PRO: Cleaning up the hazardous waste sites around CON:- Neither u)qxnuuons nor indwhuuls can af- ' «
' " the nation requires much more money dian is cor- fofd to pay higher taxcs : :

‘ - «

rently devoted to this task
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Should  Should !
oo Do Not Mot
, o Now Do Sure _
C. Balancing current costs against potential hazards: - o
I .
1. chulrc individuals and corpomnom to recycle haznrdous WaStChe
PRO: The prodpction of these substances pmcs 1 con: th current technology, recyéling is both = ' ' L e
severe health threat to current and future geneeations impractical and too cxpensive ) : '
8. Scverely restrict the disposal of hazardous wastes in landfills
PRO: Landfills are intrinsically unsafe and ‘will -~ COMN: Landfills arc the cheapest method of dispos-
eventually leak ing of hazardous wastes and they are also getting,
saler and safer _ o
" 9. Prohibit the sale of comnion goods suchas plastic gurbugc bags and synthetic fabrics 7 -
whosc production gencrates hazardous wnstcs )
PRO: Allcrnative products are available and we  CON: To t)nn all such goods would requite major %
st Id use them changes in our lifestyle ;
Part Il ¢ |
Check the 1pproprmle box to indicate whether you 'lng(, or disagree with c,uch of thusc statements. : o
: Agree ‘Disagree Not Sure e
10. We're not doing nearly cnough as a nation to protect oursclves : - ’ —
or the environment from pollution ..., L] - - N
11. Existing environmental regulations already pose an unncces- '
sarily large burden on many American industries............. 1. ] \
12. [ would be willing to pay inore as a l'\xpdyur or consumer to ’
 cnsure a cleancr-arfd safer environment . [ .
Part lll: '3
Background Qucstions
13 Which of the followmg DPA activities did _ 16. Which of these age gmups are you in? _—
you participate in? .. = Under 18.............. ST e ] :
Read the booklet .oooovinivio i, [] 181029......... S TP O :
Athx{kd a forum ‘.f: ................. N 30044 e et U 3
Both................ et e g L] 4510 64...... e (]
NG . e e ] 65 ANA OVEL . oo e eeen l Y
4 14. Did you participatc in'a DPA forum fast yecar? 17. Are you a man or woman? ) ;
' (S I i Man ... ey 0. K
No..o..oone. U TP e ) Woman ... T .4
15%1);(! you (or will you) participate in DPA fo- . ' o
runs on other topics this ycar? : S,
Yes .. ... T ' ..... D ¢ \ ‘ ~ :
NO e U J -
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! . “Uknow no sdfe o | -
| . depbsftory of iiie ______
- e ~ ultimate powers o | &
of the sogielj‘ but the
people kl:en:selves,- |
and if we think . - .
them not enlig}:tened - o | T —

0 . . ¢ ] . .- _ . R | . | ’
“enough to exercise , > ik ‘ ey Sl

©

<  their control with a
. . wholesome discretion,
. the remedy is not
to take it
from them, but to
}'rgfor‘r:;_n their. discretion

by education.’’




